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ABSTRACT

PLANNING FOR THE KNOWLEDGE ECONOMY: AN ANALYSIS OF MICHIGAN

PLANNERS RESPONSIVENESS TO THE KNOWLEDGE ECONOMY AT A

REGIONAL LEVEL

By

Eric William Frederick

The global economy is changing from one based on resource-intensive production

to an economy based on the capitalization ofknowledge. This “knowledge economy” is

fueled by many factors; the most prominent and influential factor contributing to its

development is information and communications technology (ICT). Because knowledge

affects every economic facet, there are multiple stakeholders that could influence its

development, including urban and regional planners. Michigan, a state with an economy

deeply rooted in a resource-intensive manufacturing industry, has seen the decline ofjobs

related to production and an increase of employment in knowledge economy occupations.

This research examines the current state of planner responsiveness to the

knowledge economy and ICT in Michigan at a regional scale. A survey conducted in

2005 captured Michigan planners’ perceptions and opinions of, and experiences with ICT

and the knowledge economy. Regional, Spatial, and temporal analyses are conducted and

policy recommendations suggested.
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Chapter 1.0

Overview of the Research

1.1 Origin ofthe Research

The global economy is changing from one based on resource-intensive production

(those industries in which the primary inputs of production are founded in natural

resources) to an economy based on the capitalization of knowledge and creativity. This

“knowledge economy” is fueled by many factors; however, the most prominent and

influential factor contributing to its development is information and communications

technology (ICT). Because knowledge affects every facet of the economy, there are

multiple stakeholders that could influence the development of the knowledge economy,

including urban and regional planners. Michigan, a state with an economy deeply rooted

in a resource-intensive manufacturing industry (i.e. the automotive industry) has seen the

decline ofjobs related to production and an increase of employment in knowledge

economy occupations. This research attempts to examine the influence of urban and

regional planners upon the development of the knowledge economy and ICT.

The majority of this research has been inspired by the works of several authors

including Graham and Marvin (Telecommunications and the City), Florida (The Rise of

the Creative Class), Kotkin (The New Geography), Horan (Digital Places), and Corey

and Wilson (Information Tectonics). These authors, among others, have examined

advancing information and communication technologies (ICT) and its effects on

economies and society. ICT is a significant foundational element of the knowledge

economy, an economic trend that has gained increasing importance in national, state, and

global economies over the last twenty years. As the knowledge economy has become



more prominent, traditional industries, those founded in natural resource intensive

production, have been decreasing in importance.

As stated previously, Michigan is a state with an economy deeply rooted in the

automotive industry, a resource intensive economic sector. The state faces a devastating

loss ofjobs and revenue from the closure of production facilities and overall decline in

manufacturing industries. The successful transition to a knowledge economy could

provide remediation from this situation and aid in providing economic development

options for the state. The knowledge economy is a broad and expansive topic, with

multiple stakeholders involved with its development and promotion.

Policy makers at all levels of government are influential in the development of the

knowledge economy. However, there has been little research completed regarding the

role of the urban and regional planner in the development of the knowledge economy,

specifically in regards to ICT. Planners, in the role of visionary and economic developer,

could have an influential role in the permeation of the knowledge economy in Michigan.

Planning, by definition, is the process of formulating goals and agreeing upon the

manner in which these are to be met (Cullingworth 1997, 6). It is the process by which

agreement is reached on the ways in which problems are to be debated and resolved.

Planning is also forward-looking; it seeks to determine future action (Cullingworth 1997,

6). Urban and regional planning, therefore, is the act of applying this general definition

ofplanning, from Cullingworth, to definitive geographic locations toward the formulation

of community goals and the solving of community problems (whereas community is

simply defined as a group of people living in close proximity in a particular area). As

stated previously, urban and regional planners in Michigan, in the role of visionary and



action mobilizing facilitator, could have an influential role in the development of the

knowledge economy. “Planners cannot predict the future, but they do use rational

analysis and practical judgment to anticipate and envision it (Hoch 2000, 3).” This

statement holds true when planning in the context of the knowledge economy and ICT.

Planners must have the ability to recognize the changing nature of the economy as well as

the changing needs of the business community, in regards to ICT, and plan accordingly.

While communities are required to have a master or comprehensive plan as the

basis for their zoning ordinance, there is no policy that dictates the way in which planning

should be conducted or the issues to be addressed (i.e. housing, transportation, ICT, etc.).

In other words, planners are not mandated or required to plan in the context of the

knowledge economy and/or ICT. Because there is no standard policy for planning in the

context of the knowledge economy, there are several changes that need to be made in

regards to planning practice in order to facilitate planning for the knowledge economy.

Corey and Wilson identified five fundamental lessons for planning practice when

planning in the context of the global knowledge economy; (1) human capital (2)

enterprise culture (3) mindset change (4) new govemance and (5) community and

regional equity (Corey and Wilson 2006). These lessons will be discussed in greater

detail in Chapter 4.

Urban and regional planning is the process by which community goals are

established and problems solved. Since no formal, consistent, and ubiquitous mandate

exists for planners to plan in the context of the knowledge economy and ICT, planners

must change current planning patterns in order to adapt to the changing nature of the

economy and society.



1.2 Research Goals and Framework

The goals of this research are as follows:

0 To examine the nature of ICT in Michigan as it relates to the knowledge

economy;

0 To identify and understand how Michigan planners perceive ICT and the

knowledge economy in the state at a regional level; and

0 To formulate and recommend policy changes targeting the planning

community and its relationship to the knowledge economy and ICT.

This research attempts to identify a relationship between the progression of the

knowledge economy, specifically ICT, in Michigan and the influence of urban and

regional planners in that progression. In order to identify possible correlations, a

comparative analysis is performed between Michigan’s fourteen planning and

development regions based on the results of a survey conducted in 2005 entitled

“Michigan Planners and the Knowledge Economy.”

The association between urban and regional planners and the knowledge economy

and ICT is analyzed at a regional level; and a framework of the planner’s role in

knowledge economy and ICT development is established. Apart from an influential

framework, two other frameworks are established related to planners and the knowledge

economy and ICT; (1) spatial and (2) temporal. By mapping the results of the Michigan

Planners and the Knowledge Economy Survey, spatial patterns of planner perceptions,

responsiveness, and experiences with the knowledge economy and ICT are established.

In 2001 and 2003 two regional studies were completed analyzing planner

responsiveness to the digital economy. The results of these studies also are analyzed and

compared to the most recent indication ofplanner responsiveness to the knowledge

economy; the 2005 Michigan Planners and the Knowledge Economy Survey.



As stated previously, the knowledge economy is a broad and ever expanding topic

of which ICT is a major underpinning. It is important to have an understanding of the

knowledge economy and to identify the role of ICT in its development.



Chapter 2.0

Introduction to the Knowledge Economy

2.1 A BriefHistory ofthe Knowledge Economy

Knowledge has always been a fundamental part of human existence. The

gathering and analyzing of knowledge pertaining to the world around us has driven

human decision making for millennia. The development of language and the written

word spawned the transfer of knowledge from one person to the next, creating a

collective intellect among individuals gathered together for a common cause. Schools

and universities were formed in pursuit of knowledge and understanding of the ways of

nature and society. With the invention of the printing press during the 15th century,

information and knowledge could be spread more quickly throughout the world. During

this time, developed economies were driven by labor and land. Without these two factors

the creation of wealth was not possible. At the end of the 18th century the industrial

revolution began to change the way business was conducted. Shifting away from labor

and land as the primary factors driving the economy, labor (or energy) and capital were

now the wealth creation instruments of the industrial revolution.

Currently there is another revolution taking place in the economy. Over the last

thirty years, information and knowledge have become major factors controlling wealth

creation. This “knowledge economy” has and continues to be facilitated by the

advancement of information and communications technology (ICT). Just as the printing

press aided in the proliferation of information during the 15th century, ICT development

has made available more information to more people than ever before in history. The

competitive advantages of companies in the knowledge economy are no longer seated

principally in labor or capital but in a company’s ability to utilize new technologies,



virtually overnight, and to develop new and more efficient processes of innovation. With

more powerful technology and means of communication becoming increasingly mobile,

innovation and knowledge development can occur anywhere lessening corporate reliance

on physical location. The further development of ICT coupled with human creativity will

aid in the perpetuation of the knowledge economy.

2.2 Defining the Knowledge Economy

Several definitions of the knowledge economy, also known as the new economy

or creative economy, exist in the literature. These definitions range from the simple to

the complex but all attempt to give a comprehensive outline of an ever expanding

economic condition. Robert Huggins, the noted British economist defines the knowledge

economy, “. . .as the capacity and capability to create and innovate new ideas, thoughts,

processes, and products and to translate these into economic value-added and wealth

creation (Huggins 2002, 2).”

Other definitions include the following from the “Smart Queensland: Smart State

Strategy 2005-2015:”

A knowledge economy is based on the production, distribution and use of knowledge

as the main driver of growth, wealth creation and employment across all industries. It

does not rely solely on a few high technology industries for growth and wealth

production, but also on the application of knowledge in traditional industries such as

mining and agriculture (Queensland 2005, 42).

Note also the following definition from the Organization for Economic Co-

Operation and Development:

Knowledge-based economies are economies directly based on the production,

distribution and use ofknowledge and information (OECD 1999, 7).



While several definitions for the knowledge economy exist, the definition quoted

from Robert Huggins will be the definition employed for the purposes of this research

(Huggins 2002, 2).

2.3 Role ofthe Knowledge Economy in the United States Economy

During the last twenty years, the knowledge economy has and continues to play

an ever increasing role in the United States economy. However, measuring the

knowledge economy and its effects has been a contested issue. Just as there are various

definitions of the knowledge economy itself, there is also a debate as to what economic

sectors and industries compose the knowledge economy. As stated in the definition of

the knowledge economy from the “Smart Queensland: Smart State Strategy 2005-2015,”

the knowledge economy does not rely on specific high-technology industries alone but

also on the application of knowledge and information in traditional industries

(Queensland 2005, 42). For this reason, it is important to analyze not only economic

sectors where the majority of workers are knowledge workers but also to analyze

knowledge workers across all industries. hr his book “The Rise of the Creative Class,”

Richard Florida identifies ten cross-sectoral occupational groups that can be defined as

“knowledge” occupations (Florida 2002, 328). Florida views creativity and innovation as

the major components of the knowledge economy and has identified the occupations

driving the knowledge economy. These occupations are as follows:



Table 1. Knowledge Occupation Sectors

Computers and Mathematics

Architecture and Engineering

Life, Physical, and Social Sciences

Education, Traininmnd Libraries

Arts, Deggn, Entertainment, Sports, and Media

Managment

Business and Financial Operations

Legal

Healthcare and Technical Practitioners

High-end Sales and Sales Management

Source: Florida 2002, 328
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Florida also identifies occupations based on traditional working-class economic

ideals. These are termed as traditional occupations and are as follows:

Table 2. Traditional Occupation Sectors

1 Construction and Extraction

2 Installation, Maintenance, and Repair

3 Production

4 Transportation and Material Moving

Source: Florida 2002, 328

 

 

 

 

   
 

For the purposes of comparative analysis in this research, the occupations listed

above in the two distinct lists will be designated as “knowledge occupations” and

“traditional occupations” respectively. Figure one displays the trend ofboth knowledge

and traditional occupations as a proportion of total employment for the United States and

Michigan.
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Figure 1. Knowledge Economy and Traditional Occupation Employment

Source: United States Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2004

As shown in the chart, the percentage ofknowledge occupations is increasing

while the number ofjobs in traditional occupations is decreasing at both the national and

state levels.

Richard Florida views the United States and the world as being forced to embrace

an economy no longer focused on resource-intensive industries but one powered by

human creativity and advances in information and communications technology (ICT)

(Florida 2002). These two factors, human creativity and ICT, are the two major

underpinnings of the knowledge economy. While these two characteristics are critical to

10



a region’s success in the knowledge economy, there are several other characteristics that

set the knowledge economy apart from a traditional economy.

In 1999, the Progressive Policy Institute developed the “State New Economy

Index” in an attempt to measure and rank each state on its development in the knowledge

economy (Atkinson 2002, 3). Characteristics of both the “old economy” and “new

economy” were analyzed and a series of indicators were developed in order to quantify

the knowledge economy. Table 3 outlines these differentiating characteristics.

11



Table 3. Old Economyand New EconomyComparison
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Issue Old Economy New Economy

Economy-Wide Characteristics

Markets Stable Dynamic

Scope of Competition National Global

Organizational Form Hierarchical, Bureaucratic Networked, .

Entrepreneurial

Potential Geographic .

Mobility of Business Low ngh

Competition Between .

Regions Low Hrgh

Industry Characteristics

Organization of Production Mass Production Flexible Production

Key Factor of Production Capital/Labor Innovation/Knowledge

Key Technology Driver Mechanization Digitization

. . . Innovation, Quality,

Source of Competitive Lowering Cost Through
Time to Market, and

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Advantage Economies of Scale

Cost

Importance of .

Research/Innovation Moderate ngh

Relations with Other Firms Go it Alone All1ances and

Collaboration

Workforce Characteristics

. . . Higher Wages and

Princrpal Polrcy Goal Full Employment Incomes

Skills Job-specific Skills 3‘9“? Skllls’ C‘OSS'
Traimng

Requisite Education A Skill Lifelong Learning

Labor-Management Adversarial Collaborative
Relatrons

Marked by Risk and
Nature ofEm lo ent Stable .

p yin Opportunrty
 

Government Characteristics
 

Business-Government

Impose Requirements
Assist Firms’

    Relations Innovation and Growth

. Market Tools,

Regulat1on Command and Control Flexibility

 

Source: Atkinson 1999, 5

While one of the major components of the knowledge economy is the

advancement, implementation, and use of ICT, the table exemplifies a needed change in

mindset at multiple levels in order to compete in the knowledge economy.

12

 



In order to determine the extent to which the knowledge economy has penetrated

the United States economy, the Progressive Policy Institute chose seventeen indicators,

based on the characteristics ofthe new economy, separated into five distinct categories

that appropriately measure the knowledge economy. These categories include: (1)

Knowledge Jobs (2) Globalization (3) Economic Dynarnism (4) The Digital Economy

and (5) Innovation Capacity (Atkinson 1999, 6). Table 4 displays the indicators

identified and used in the 1999 and 2002 State New Economy Index as well as

Michigan’s rank for each indicator.

Table 4. 1999 and 2002 State New Economy Index Indicators and Michigan's Rank
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Michigan's

Category Indicator Rank

1999 2002

Jobs in Information Technologies Occupations N/A 30

Knowledge Jobs held by Managers, Professionals, and Technicians 45 23

Jobs Workforce Education 31 23

Educational Level of the Manufacturing Workforce N/A 7

. . Export Focus of Manufacturing 11 11

Globalrzatron Foreign Direct Investment 28 14

Economic Jobs in Fast-Growing Companies 42 35

Dynarnism Busrness Start-Ups and Fallures 31 36

Initial Public Offerings 38 32

Online Population 42 25

Commercial Internet Domain Names 36 29

. . Technology in Schools 39 36

1:31:0233:11 Digital Government 9 1

Online Agriculture N/A 26

Online Manufacturers N/A 14

Broadband Telecommunications N/A 23

High-Tech Jobs 34 36

Innovation Scientists and Engineers 27 29

Capacity Patents . 10 20

Industry Investment in Research and Development 1 10

Venture Capital 31 34   
 

Source: Atkinson 1999, 6

In the 1999 iteration of the “State New Economy Index,” Michigan was ranked

34th of the 50 states overall (Atkinson 1999, 7). The areas in which Michigan was

13

 



ranked the highest (Patents and Industry R&D Investment) can mostly be attributed to the

presence of the automotive industry in the state. Michigan was ranked among the lowest

of states in “Managerial/Professional Jobs”. and “Jobs in Fast-Growing Companies,”

because ofthe large percentage ofjobs in the production aspect of the automotive and

manufacturing industries (Atkinson 1999, 8). The majority ofjobs in the automotive and

manufacturing industries are neither managerial/professional, nor associated with fast-

growing companies. It also can be noted that Michigan was ranked among the lowest in

“Online Population” as well.

The Progressive Policy Institute repeated the “State New Economy Index” in

2002. As shown in table 4, five indicators were added to the index including: (1)

Information Technology Jobs (2) Education Level of the Manufacturing Workforce (3)

Online Agriculture (4) Online Manufacturers and (5) Broadband Telecommunications

(Atkinson 2002, 8). The addition of these indicators aided in bringing Michigan from

34th to 23rd out of the 50 states; a significant improvement. Michigan’s rank improved

for most indicators, however, Michigan did falter in some areas. The two largest

negative shifts in rank are for the indicators “Patents” and “Industry Investment in

Research and Development.” These are the same two indicators for which Michigan was

ranked the highest in the 1999 iteration of the State New Economy Index (Atkinson 1999,

8). Michigan was tied with Missouri as having the highest positive overall rank

improvement from 1999 to 2002 (Atkinson 2002, 7). While it is noted from the table that

many of Michigan’s rankings in the 2002 iteration of the New Economy Index are

mediocre at best, the state has made significant improvements toward the transition to the

knowledge economy.

14



In a traditional economy, typically all transactions involve the transfer of physical

products from one party to another. This is no longer the case for a growing number of

industries. The development and advancement of ICT is changing the way society

communicates and conducts business. Advances in wireless communications, broadband

infiastructure, and smaller and faster computing devices are making the distance between

people less significant and changing the nature of the work place. Joel Kotkin, in his

work “The New Geography,” states “In a manner not seen since the onset ofthe

industrial revolution, technology is reshaping the landscape of American communities

(Kotkin 2002).” Kotkin argues that because of advances in technology, companies no

longer need to rely on the location of their industries near critical resource inputs as

inputs have changed with the shift from resources based industry to those based on

knowledge and creativity.

The knowledge economy is an ever-expanding economic condition with many

facets. ICT has been identified as one of the most prominent and influential

underpinnings in the development of the knowledge economy.
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Chapter 3.0

Introduction to Information and Communications Technology

3.1 Definition ofICT

Technology is making more information available to more people than ever

before in history. Access to scholarly papers, multimedia entertainment, and data related

to healthcare and lifestyles all are examples of information more readily available via

ICT. ICT is a broadly defined concept as it can relate to many areas of technology and

data transmission. The definition of ICT that will be used in this research is as follows

from the “Smart Queensland: Smart State Strategy 2005-2015:”

Information and communication technology (ICT) is the catch-all phrase used

to describe a range of technologies for gathering, storing, retrieving, processing,

analyzing, and transmitting information (Queensland 2005, 41).

This definition is suitable for it covers a wide array of technological advances all

of which can have an impact on the development of the knowledge economy. There are

two distinct divisions of ICT development: digital development and intelligent

development (Corey and Wilson 2003, 4).

The first division, for the purpose of this research, is termed ICT “digital

development.” The digital development of ICT is the physical deployment of ICT

infi'astructure (Corey and Wilson 2003, 4). Digital development refers to the three

elements in the definition of ICT that allow a user to store, retrieve, and transmit

information (Queensland 2005, 41). Examples of ICT digital development include the

construction and deployment of fiber-optic broadband infiastructure for the transmission

of information, research and development of faster, smaller, and more efficient digital

information storage devices, and the expansion of wireless information transmission

systems to enable the mobile retrieval of information. While the digital development of
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ICT is critical to its function, the second division of ICT development arguably could be

most important as the expansion of ICT infrastructure closes in on ubiquity.

The second division of ICT development, for the purpose of this research, is

termed ICT “intelligent development.” The intelligent development of ICT is the way in

which ICT is put to practical use; it refers to the way in which the public, government,

and the private-sector are using advances in ICT (Corey and Wilson 2003, 4). Intelligent

development refers to elements of the definition of ICT that allow users to gather,

process, and analyze data (Queensland 2005, 41 ). Examples of intelligent development

include technology-enabled research and development, teleconferencing, e-commerce,

and e-government. Intelligent development, however, is not only the physical use and

development of advanced applications of ICT technology. Intelligent development is

where development planning best practices are influenced by theory, are benchmarked,

and the latest science and technologies are utilized fully to develop a community and

region holistically, equitably, and multifunctionally, including amenity factors; intelligent

development goes beyond digital development (Corey and Wilson 2003, 4). The

intelligent development of ICT is closely tied to the knowledge economy because

intelligent development gives users the capability to create and innovate new ideas,

thoughts, processes, and products and to translate these into economic value-added and

wealth creation as stated in the definition ofthe knowledge economy (Huggins 2002, 2).

Digital development of ICT could be considered the “means” while intelligent

development could be considered an “end” result of ICT development.
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3.2 Michigan 's 1CTDevelopment Efforts

The State of Michigan has made several steps to encourage the development of

both divisions of ICT (i.e. digital and intelligent). The following is a summary of several

studies, reports, and policy documents designed to promote digital and intelligent ICT

development in Michigan.

3.21 The State Broadband Index

P_urpns_e

In 2002, Analysys Consulting and TechNet, a bipartisan, political network of

CEOs that promotes the growth of technology and the innovation economy, produced the

State Broadband Index. The State Broadband Index was developed to firlfill three goals:

(1) highlight the critical role that states will play in achieving a national broadband

strategy and an aggressive broadband deployment goal (2) demonstrate the range of state

initiatives with the potential for promoting broadband and (3) recognize those states that

are effectively promoting broadband deployment and demand (Analysys 2002, 8).

The “State Broadband lndex” identifies three sectors in which state policy can

have an impact on broadband development: (1) deployment policy (2) supply-side policy

(3) demand-side policy (Analysys 2002, 10). For each of these sectors best practice

policies were developed. These best practices then were compared to existing state

policy in all fifty states and a score was determined based on the state’s alignment with

the best practices.

Deployment Policies

In the United States, broadband deployment is typically the responsibility of

private-sector companies such as Comcast, Charter, or Earthlink, among others.
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Companies, such as these, extend infrastructure to a community and its residents along

municipally owned rights-of-way and utility easements. Frequently, companies are

required to complete a permitting and fee process to gain access to these rights-of-way in

order to expand their service to new customers. Because this is a highly localized system

of permitting, no two communities are often the same in their policy toward the

permitting of rights-of-way access (Analysys 2002, 11). This creates a roadblock toward

the ubiquitous deployment of broadband technology (Analysys 2002, 10). The following

are deployment policy best practices determined for the “State Broadband Index:”

0 States should adopt policies that standardize and expedite rights-of-way

permitting; and

0 States should limit the fees imposed for rights-of-way access (Analysys 2002, 12).

These two deployment policy best practices can aid in the proliferation of

broadband throughout the state.

Supply-Side Policies

Even in a state where permitting and fees are kept to a minimum for the

deployment ofbroadband, there still will be underserved communities without access to

broadband technology (Analysys 2002, 13). Inner city and rural areas are two areas that

typically are underserved by broadband connections. In a market-based economy it is in

the best interest of telecommunications companies to extend broadband services to areas

of a state where a maximum number of consumers can be reached with minimal

infrastructure costs thus creating underserved populations in other areas (Analysys 2002,

13). The “State Broadband Index” supply-side best practice policies are specifically

designed to target underserved populations aiding in the ubiquitous deployment of

broadband technology:
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0 States should adopt a broadband strategy and formal plan;

0 States should assess their broadband status through a map or catalog of existing

infrastructure;

0 States should allow municipalities to provide wholesale services with their own

broadband networks;

0 States should encourage broadband investment through innovative supply-side

initiatives; and

0 States should consider financial incentives for broadband deployment, in

particular to underserved communities (Analysys 2002, 14).

By implementing policies such as those listed, the state can aid in the deployment

ofbroadband to underserved communities.

The first two best practice policy sectors are concerned with the digital

development and infrastructure associated with broadband technologies. However,

simply having access to broadband is not enough. States must also incentivize the use of

broadband technologies, or intelligent development (Analysys 2002, 17).

Demand-Side Policies

As stated previously, it is not enough to have access to broadband technology.

The demand for, and continued advanced use of the technology also should be a part of a

state’s policy. The following are best practices associated with the demand for

broadband:

0 States should adopt initiatives that provide incentives for public-sector and

private-sector users to access broadband networks;

0 States should actively encourage broadband usage by citizens through e-

government initiatives;

0 States should encourage government usage ofbroadband applications; and
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0 States should consider providing financial support that encourages the

development ofbroadband applications that improve government services, or

support next-generation technologies (Analysys 2002, 18).

Governmental use of advanced broadband technologies can act as an example to

other private- or public-sector organizations thereby to spurring the demand for, and use

ofbroadband technologies.

am

Each state was ranked according to its alignment of current state broadband policy

with the best practices described previously. Table 5 displays the top ten states overall

and for each of the three best practice policy sectors:

Table 5. State Broadband Index Policy Rankings
 

 

   

 

Deployment Policy Supply-Side Policy Demand-Side

Rankings Rankings Policy Rankings

1 Michigan 1 Michigan 1 Michigan

2 Missouri 2 North Carolina 2 Florida

3 Kansas 2 Oregon 3 Virginia

3 Texas 4 Florida 4 Ohio

3 Washington 5 Colorado 5 California

6 Florida 6 Illinois 6 Tennessee

6 Iowa 6 Maine 7 Kentucky

6 Ohio 6 Ohio 7 Texas

6 Virginia 6 Pennsylvania 9 Arizona

10 Arizona 6 Wisconsin 9 South Carolina        
Source: Analysys 2002, 22

As indicated, Michigan out ranked other states in its policy toward broadband

development. It is important to note however, that the rankings are not associated with

the current degree ofbroadband penetration. The “State Broadband Index” is an index of

state policy only and not of current broadband networks in a state. It can be assumed

that, based on Michigan’s outstanding performance in the “State Broadband Index,” an

observable impact upon infrastructure development could be seen. However, since the

publication of the Index in 2002, no benchmarking efforts have been made in order to
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determine the advancement of infrastructure deployment in the state. In the Index,

Michigan failed the best practice pertaining to the development of a statewide broadband

strategy and the development ofbenchmarks for the purpose ofmeasuring the progress of

such a plan. Michigan did, however, rank high among other best practices. An overview

of the policies bringing Michigan to the top of the rankings follows.

3.22 LinkMichigan Initiative

Lime

Developed by the Michigan Economic Development Corporation (MEDC), the

“LinkMichigan Initiative” is a policy analysis and recommendations report regarding

information and communications technology in Michigan. The opening paragraph of the

report indicates that; “improving access to high-speed telecormnunications services is the

most important state economic infrastructure issue for the new century,” (MEDC 2001,

2). The MEDC has recognized that the foundation of the knowledge economy is a strong

investment in and promotion of advanced information and communication technologies.

This being so, the overarching goal of the initiative is to “facilitate the development of

the most advanced and robust telecommunications infrastructure in the country (MEDC

2001, 2).”

Recommendations

The “LinkMichigan Initiative”, after analyzing several issues pertaining to ICT

and Michigan including available and affordable bandwidth, education, and e-

govemment, developed four recommendations for the state:

0 Statewide Public User Aggregation. In order to provide public-service

institutions (i.e. universities, public schools, government, etc.) with affordable

broadband connections, the state should aggregate these users into a larger
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collective in order to leverage for lower priced access (MEDC 2001, 6). With a

larger entity negotiating for the availability of and access to broadband

connections, the state can be assured that public entities receive the connections

they require in order to conduct business in the knowledge economy.

0 Tax and Permitting Fairness. As discussed in the best practices developed by the

State Broadband Index, telecommunications companies must abide by local

permitting and fee systems in order to deploy broadband infiastructure (MEDC

2001, 6). The “LinkMichigan Initiative” is recommending the restructuring of

this, currently local, system in order to create a level playing field across the state

for the deployment of broadband infrastructure. This would create a fair and easy

system for telecommunications companies to receive permits and pay fees for

infrastructure (MEDC 2001, 6).

0 Access to Information. The “LinkMichigan Initiative” recommends that all

telecommunications and information carriers be required to provide the state with

detailed information regarding the location and capability of current

telecommunications infrastructure (MEDC 2001, 6). This would provide

economic development entities with critical information needed to conduct

economic development activities in the knowledge economy. Along with

network locations, quality of service standards should be developed in order to

prevent delays related to telecommunications installation and service outages

(MEDC 2001, 6). This would provide users of ICT with a certain degree of

reliability in the infrastructure enabling them to perform their business in a more

stable and efficient information environment.

0 Community Assistance. The final recommendation of the “LinkMichigan

Initiative” is to provide communities with financial assistance for the purpose of

telecommunications planning (MEDC 2001, 7). Any community who wishes to

receive aid would be required to develop an ICT plan that corresponds to the

state-wide aggregation plan recommended previously (MEDC 2001, 7).

Results

To implement the “LinkMichigan Initiative”, the “Michigan Hi-Speed Internet

Package” of legislation (Public Acts 48, 49, and 50 of 2002) was enacted on March 14th,

2002. While no strategy to implement the recommendations of the initiative would be

comprehensive enough (because of the complexity and broad spectrum of

recommendations), the legislation package consisted of three bills that closely match the

recommendations of the initiative:
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0 PA. 48 of 2002 (or the Metropolitan Extension Telecommunications Rights-of-

Way Oversight (METRO) Act) was passed based on the second recommendation

from the initiative pertaining to a state-wide permit and fee system for the

deployment ofbroadband infrastructure (PA. 48, 2002). The bill set common

fees and a maximum permit delay time period for communities across the state. It

also created the METRO authority to implement and monitor the system (PA. 48,

2002);

0 PA. 49 of 2002 created the Michigan Broadband Development Authority charged

with the task of administering and monitoring a fund created to provide incentives

to communities for broadband development (PA. 49, 2002); and

0 PA. 50 of 2002 created a property tax credit as an incentive for increased

broadband service deployment (PA. 50, 2002).

The “LinkMichigan Initiative,” its recommendations, and the METRO Act, the

legislative backing of the LinkMichigan policy recommendations, boosted Michigan to

the top of the “State Broadband Index”. The recommendations and legislation are

aligned with best practices pertaining to ICT development and access.

3.23 Smart Tech Agenda

m

The “LinkMichigan Initiative”, and the METRO Act which legislatively supports

the policy recommendations of the Initiative, are focused on the digital development

related to ICT. While infrastructure is critical to the development and advanced uses of

ICT, it is not enough for the state simply to stop at policy related to the physical

deployment of and access to broadband technology. The “intelligent development,” or

the application and use of ICT, is a critical part of any state policy (Corey and Wilson

2003, 4). MEDC’s “Smart Tech Agenda” is an attempt by the state to spur the growth of

advanced application of ICT, and to attract businesses utilizing ICT technology (MEDC
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2001, 1). The “Smart Tech Agenda” consists of five categories of policy and programs

aimed at the intelligent development of the state related to ICT:

1. Build a Critical Mass of Tech Companies. Creating clusters ready and able to

support technologically advanced firms and companies is critical to the MEDC’s

strategy. The MEDC has developed a program known as “SmartZones” (MEDC

2001, 4). “SmartZones,” designated across the state, are designed to attract and

retain high-tech firms (MEDC 2001, 4). The “SmartZones” have been designated

in proximity to research universities and along known high-speed broadband

networks to help foster and grow small technology based businesses (MEDC

2001, 4). The MEDC also hopes that “SmartZones” will aid in the awareness and

branding of Michigan as a high-technology state and destination for companies of

this nature. The MEDC has also developed a program known as the Life Sciences

Corridor. MEDC has established funding in order to support life sciences projects

in the state (MEDC 2001, 5). Life sciences are an example of a high-technology

sector utilizing advanced ICT technology. By creating a critical mass of life

sciences firms, the state will be able to attract firms of the same nature (MEDC

2001,5)

Ensure a 215’ Century Infrastructure. The second policy category of the “Smart

Tech Agenda” contains the “LinkMichigan Initiative” discussed earlier

recognizing the need for continued expansion of broadband networks (MEDC

2001, 5). Another important component of intelligent development is continued

educational opportunities for the maintenance of a skilled workforce. The MEDC

has established several programs to support this component. Michigan Technical

Education Centers, Michigan Manufacturing Technology Center, and Michigan

Virtual University are three programs aimed at maintaining an educated

workforce throughout the state (MEDC 2001, 6). Broadband networks and an

educated workforce both are key infrastructure components for the support of

human capital development in the state.

Facilitate Greater Access to Capital. Without the aid of financial backing, many

small-businesses and technology companies would not be able to begin

production or perform necessary research and development (MEDC 2001, 7).

The MEDC has developed a policy to attract venture capital to the state for start-

up companies. The MEDC also has developed the Emerging Technology

Matching Fund. This matching fund provides grants in support oftechnology

oriented entrepreneurial activities (MEDC 2001, 7).

Create an Entrepreneurial Environment. Through the support of industry and

regional networks that seek to nurture and support the next generation of

entrepreneurs, the MEDC is working to create an entrepreneurial environment in

the state (MEDC 2001, 8). The MEDC also sees the promotion of technology

25



transfer from university research and development to new company formation as

a means to support the creation of such an environment (MEDC 2001, 8).

5. Sustain the hnage of the State as a High-Tech Work Location. Critical to the

intelligent development of the state is the attraction and retention of talented

individuals to fill the high-technology positions created by other state initiatives

(MEDC 2001, 8). Several MEDC policies target this goal: (1) Out-of-State

Worker Recruitment Campaign and (2) College Graduate Retention and

Recruitment Campaign (MEDC 2001, 8). These efforts seek to retain college

graduates from Michigan universities because the state has a history of loosing a

high percentage of graduates to other states. Other current programs include

Michigan’s Cool Cities Initiative, a program designed to attract creative and

talented people to Michigan’s cities. It is important to maintain a well educated

workforce while at the same time bringing talented individuals from across the

country to establish themselves in Michigan (MEDC 2001, 8).

Conclusion

Many of the programs discussed and outlined in the SmartTech Agenda are in

place and operating efficiently while the state continues to develop policies aimed at

creating an environment to stimulate ICT development. More current programs

developed by the Michigan Economic Development Corporation include the 21St Century

Jobs Fund, the Small Business Innovative Research/Small Business Technology Transfer

Emerging Business Fund, and the Michigan Technology Tri-Corridor Fund.

3.3 Summary

The development of ICT consists oftwo distinct divisions; digital and intelligent

development (Corey and Wilson 2003, 4). The developmental aspects of these divisions

are unique yet they also are dependent upon one another. Intelligent development can

only progress with the continued expansion of essential digital infrastructure while

intelligent development can provide more efficient and powerful infrastructure options in

order to expand and enhance digital development.
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Chapter 4.0

Michigan Planners and the Knowledge Economy Survey

4.] Survey Design

As stated previously, urban and regional planners are in the unique position to

analyze community problems and help localities achieve the development potential they

possess in all aspects (i.e. economic development, social interaction, education, etc.).

This is critical as planners have influence over community decisions and the direction in

which a community is heading. With this influence, planners could be significant in the

development of the knowledge economy and information and communications

technology. In order to understand the level of influence Michigan planners have in

regards to the knowledge economy, a base line analysis must first be completed.

In the spring of 2005, a survey entitled “Michigan Planners and the Knowledge

Economy” was developed with the purpose of gathering Michigan planners’ experiences

with and opinions of the knowledge economy. In order to receive a cross-section of

experiences from planners of various backgrounds and perspectives, four groups of

respondents were chosen to be surveyed:

0 Regional Planners (Michigan’s l4 planning and development regions);

0 County Planners (Michigan’s 83 counties);

0 City Planners (16 randomly selected urban areas); and

0 Private—Sector Planners (19 private consulting firms in or serving Michigan).

These four groups represent a large cross-section of planners with experience

ranging fi'om large jurisdictions to small and from both the public- and private-sectors.

Both urban and rural jurisdictions also are represented by these groups. Planners
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representing these different levels ofplanning in Michigan were expected to have

different experiences and awareness levels of ICT and the knowledge economy.

The survey consisted of questions requiring both quantitative and qualitative

answers from the respondents and was divided into six categories (the full survey is

contained in Appendix A). The categories were chosen in order to analyze a wide array

ofplanner opinions and experiences with the knowledge economy in relation to other

aspects of the planning profession.

Categog 1: Planning Issue Importance

This category asked planners to rate various issues in the planning realm.

Planners were asked to rate the importance of each issue from three separate viewpoints;

their own professional opinion, their perception of the level of importance placed on the

issue by the agency for which they work, and their perception of the level of importance

placed on the issue by the citizens they serve. ICT was listed as one of the thirteen

planning issues presented. The purpose of this category was to evaluate how planners

rate ICT when compared to other planning topics and to examine how planners perceive

the importance of ICT to the citizens they serve.

Qgtegorv 2: ICT Issue Importm

This category asked planners to rate the importance of various issues pertaining to

ICT in the same manner as with the planning issue rating presented in Category 1 (i.e.

professionally, agency, and citizens). The purpose of this category was to determine

which ICT topics planners found most important.

Category 3: ICT Knowledge
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This category was included to gather qualitative responses from planners

regarding ICT. Planners were asked about the importance of ICT and if they are

mandated or expected to advance their knowledge of ICT as it relates to their

organization.

Category 4: Knowledge Economy Informaftion

Planners were given the definition of the knowledge economy from Huggins

discussed in Chapter One of this report and asked to give the ratio of “traditional”

industries to “creative” industries in their jurisdiction. The purpose of this section was

not to receive accurate ratios for each geographical area that was surveyed, but to

understand the planners’ perceptions of the types of industries in their area.

Qflgom 5: Cross-Sectoral Cooperation

Cooperation among stakeholders in any jurisdiction is critical to the success of the

knowledge economy as cooperation builds an enterprise culture within a community

(Corey and Wilson 2003, 2). Planners were asked to rate the cooperative climate in their

jurisdiction as well as the success of these partnerships for both inter-agency and inter-

governmental cooperation.

gggorv 6: Economically Distressed Communities

In this category, planners were asked to what extent they apply ICT and

knowledge economy elements to economically distressed communities in their daily

practice. Regional equity is an important planner concern in all aspects of planning

including ICT and the knowledge economy.
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4.2 Individual Question Results

In April of 2005, 132 surveys were mailed to planners in each of the four

respondent categories listed previously (i.e. city, county, regions, and private-sector).

Each county and regional planning agency in Michigan received a survey. Planners

within each agency were chosen at random to respond. Sixteen cities were selected at

random from an exhaustive list of Michigan cities with populations larger than 25,000

persons. Planners within each of the city planning offices were chosen at random to

participate. Similarly, an exhaustive list of private-sector planning consulting firms was

compiled and a planner was chosen at random from each firm to respond. Planners were

given two weeks to respond. At the end of the two weeks, a reminder card was mailed to

each recipient who had not returned their survey. By the end ofJuly 2005, 49 surveys

had been returned giving the survey a 37.1% response rate.

The response distribution is shown in Table 6.

Table 6. Survey Responses
 

   

Regional Planners 9

County Planners 19

City Planners 15

Private-Sector Planners 6
 

The “Michigan Planners and the Knowledge Economy Survey” helps to gain

perspective into the planners’ role in ICT and knowledge economy development. The

following sections provide summary results for twelve questions asked of respondents in

the “Michigan Planners and the Knowledge Economy Survey”.

In order to protect the anonymity ofresponding planners, results have been

aggregated and are presented at a regional scale represented by the fourteen Michigan

Planning and Development Regions. Responding public-sector planners from regional,
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county, and city agencies were grouped according to their geographic location within

their respective regions. For this reason, it must be noted; responses to the “Michigan

Planners and the Knowledge Economy Survey” gathered from regional, county, city, and

private-sector planners were received on a completely voluntary basis. Also to be noted,

each region did not have the same number of responding planners. Therefore, the

responses to the survey aggregated by region may or may not reflect the universe of the

ICT and knowledge economy planning environment.

Responding private-sector planners were not included in the regional aggregation.

An analysis of responses from private-sector planners follows in section 4.4. Figure 2

displays a map of Michigan’s fourteen Flaming and Development regions.
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Western Upper Peninsula Planning & Development Regional Commission

West Michigan Shoreline Regional Development Commission

 

Figure 2. Michigan Planning and Development Regions

Each section begins with an explanation of the question and the results gathered.

Each section also contains a map of the fourteen Michigan planning and development
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regions. These maps display how each region responded to the question compared to the

average response calculated for each question for all respondents, either; (1) Above

Average (2) Average or (3) Below Average. In order to categorize regions into one of

the three categories, a numerical response range of +/- .25 was applied in order to

establish the category of Average for questions requiring a numerical response. For

instance, if the average response to a particular question was 3.42, the numerical Average

range would be 3.17 — 3.67.

Question One: Planning Issue Importance

In the first question of the survey, Michigan planners were asked to indicate the

level of importance of various plaming related issues in three separate contexts: (1) the

importance of the issue to themselves as professionals (2) the importance of the issue to

the organization they represent and (3) the importance of the issue to the citizens they

serve. The importance of each issue was recorded on a scale from one to five, with one

representing a low importance and a five representing a high importance. The issues,

shown in Table 7, were chosen because they represent broad issues planners face on a

daily basis. The indicated level of importance was averaged for all respondents and

Table 7 displays the issue with the highest average importance to the least for each of the

three contexts described previously.
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Table 7. Ranking of Planning Issues
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Context Rank

Issue Professionally Organization Citizens

Land Use and Zoning 1 2 8

Growth Issues 2 3 5

Economic Development 3 l 2

ICT 4 6 9

Employment 5 5 1

Environment 6 7 7

Housing 7 8 6

Higher Education 8 10 10

Law 9 9 1 3

Elementary and Secondary
. 10 11 3

Educatron

Transportation 1 1 4 4

Historic Preservation 12 12 l 1

Pre-School Education 1 3 13 12      
 

As seen in the Table 7, ICT ranks higher than most issues to Michigan plamers

professionally but is less important to planning organizations as a whole and to the

citizens of Michigan as perceived by plamers. “Economic Development” is an even

more important issue between the three contexts as perceived by planners. However,

“Elementary and Secondary Education” is perceived as being more important to citizens

than to plamers professionally or to planning organizations while “Land Use and

Zoning” are more important to planners and planning organizations than citizens.

The purpose of this question is to determine the level of importance planners,

professionally, place on ICT. Figure 3 displays each region compared to the average

importance rating calculated for all respondents.
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Below Average: < 3.92

- Average: 3.92 - 4.42

-Above Average: > 4.42

T i No Respondents  
 

Fifi3. Regional Importance Rank of ICT to Planners Professionally

As evidenced in Figure 3, Regions 3, 7, 9, and 11 indicate a greater level of

importance on ICT than other regions. Eight regions indicated a level of importance for

ICT that was consistent with the average for all respondents. Region 8 is the only region

giving ICT an importance that is below average.
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Question Two: Plamirg Issue Emphasis

The second question of the Planning Issue Importance category of the survey

dealt with the same plaming issues presented in Question One. However, instead of

rating the importance of each issue, plamers were asked to give their opinion on the

amount of emphasis each issue w_il_l have in the future and how much it ME have. This

question gives insight into which topics plamers feel need to be emphasized in the future

compared to their emphasis now. Respondents were given each planning issue and asked

to indicate whether the issue £11 have less, the same, or more importance in the future

and whether the issue sh_or_1_ld have less, the same, or more importance in the fixture. For

example, “Economic Development” will have (less, the same, or more) emphasis in the

future but should have (less, the same, or more) emphasis in the future. The answers

were coded as follows in order to develop an average for each issue:

Table 8. Emphasis Codin 5

Less Emphasis 1

Same Emphasis 2

More Emphasis 3

 

    

The average for all respondents was taken for each issue for both contexts; “will

have” and “should have.” The issues then were ordered from highest to lowest according

 

to their average score for the amount of emphasis the issue should have in the future.

Table 9 lists the issues according to this ranking. While Table 9 is ordered by the issue

receiving the highest average (i.e. Economic Development) for the amount of emphasis

an issuemg have, the issues rank for the amount of emphasis the issue 31m have in the

future is also included.
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Table 9. Future Planning Issue Emphasis
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Will Should

Planning Issue Have Have

Economic Development 2 1

ICT 1 2

Growth Issues 4 3

Employment 3 4

Elementary and Secondary Education 6 5

Environment 10 6

Transportation 5 7

Housing 8 8

Land Use and Zoning 9 9

Higher Education 7 10

Historic Preservation 1 l 11

Pre-School Education 13 12

Law 12 13   
 

As exemplified in the table, planners believe “Economic Development” and

“ICT” s_h_o_r_11c_l have the most importance in the future while they also believe that they

3&1] have this importance. The largest discrepancy between the “will have” ranking and

the “should have” ranking is for the issue of the “Environment”. In general, planners feel

that it _sh_orfl have a higher importance than it w_i11 have. Plamers feel that the amount of

importance the selected planning issues 3111 have closely matches the level of importance

they shgrgg have.

The purpose of this question is to determine how much emphasis planners feel

ICT £11 have andMM have in the future. The Average response (i.e. the majority of

responses) for all planners is that ICT w_ill have the same emphasis in the future as it does

now butMhave more emphasis. Above Average responses are those regions

indicating that ICT 1m have more emphasis andMhave more emphasis while

Below Average responses include regions indicating that ICT w_i11 have the same

emphasis and should have the same emphasis.
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Figure 4. Indication of Future Emphasis for ICT

The majority of regions responded by indicating that ICT £11 have more

emphasis in the future and should have more emphasis in the future (i.e. Regions 1, 4, 5, 

9, 10, 11, 13, and 14). Four regions responded by indicating that ICT will have the same

emphasis in the future and should have the same (i.e. Regions 3, 6, 8, and 12) while a 
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minority ofregions indicated that ICTfl have the same emphasis in the firture but

Mid have more (i.e. Region 7). Interestingly, Region 3 indicated Above Average

importance of ICT (see Figure 3) but indicated that ICT sh_o_u_ld not have more emphasis

in the future. Region 9, a region that also indicated an Above Average level of

importance for ICT, indicated that ICT shgglg have more emphasis in the future.

Question Three: ICT Issue IIITDOITQCE

Similar in design to Question One, Question Three asks plamers to indicate the

level of importance of various ICT related issues in the same three contexts as Question

One; (1) to the planner professionally (2) to the organization the planner represents and

(3) to the citizens the planner serves. Again, the importance was recorded on a scale

from one to five with five representing a high degree of importance and a one

representing low importance. The average importance was taken for each issue for all

respondents and the issues then were ranked from the issue having the highest average

importance to the lowest. Table 10 reflects this ranking.

Table 10. ICT Issue Importance
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

Context Rank

Issue Professionally Oflanization Citizens

GIS and Related Technology 1 2 7

High-Speed Digital Infrastructure
2 1 1

Deployment

e-Government Development and Promotion 3 3 2

Technology Related Economic
4 4 6

Development

Wireless Communications Development 5 5 5

e-Commerce 6 7 4

Technology Education 7 6 3  
 

As exemplified in Table 10, “High-Speed Digital Infrastructure Deployment” and

“e-Govemment Development and Promotion” are two issues that planners perceive as

having a relatively high importance across all three contexts. Plamers perceive that
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“Technology Education” is important to the citizens they serve but not important to

themselves or to their organizations. “Wireless Communications Development” received

the same ranking in all three contexts, albeit a lower ranking, however this indicates that

it is an important issue to all three contexts. As noted, planners perceived that the

citizens they serve feel “GIS and Related Technology” is not an important ICT issue.

This could be due to the fact that GIS is a tool, used by planners and others, that aids in

better informed decision making. Citizens experience the effects of GIS used by

professionals in the plaming realm, but do not have direct interaction with this issue.

Therefore, planners feel it is less important to citizens.

The purpose of this question is to determine which types of ICT issues plamers

feel are important. The ICT issues presented in Table 10 can be categorized as either

digital ICT development or intelligent ICT development (as discussed in Chapter 3).

Digital ICT development issues are those pertaining to the development of and the

comection of users to high-speed infrastructure while intelligent ICT development issues

are those that are content or application based: they are advanced uses of existing ICT

infrastructure. Table 11 categorizes each ICT issue.

Table l 1. ICT Issue Development Type
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

lCT Issue Development Type

High-Speed Digital Infrastructure Deployment Digital

Wireless Communications Development Digital

GIS and Related Technology Intelligent

e-Govemment Development and Promotion Intelligent

Technology Related Economic Development Intelligent

e-Commerce Intelligent

Technology Education Intelligent    
The average rank to the planner professionally was calculated for each region and

the issues placed in order from the most important to the least. The top two issues for
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each region then were determined. The Average response for all responding planners

was one Digital type of development and one Intelligent type development as the first and

second most important issues. Above Average regions are those that ranked two

Intelligent type ICT issues first and second and Below Average regions are those who

ranked two Digital type ICT issues first and second.
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 Figure 5. ICT Issue Development Type

The majority ofresponding regions (i.e. Regions 1, 3, 4, 7, 9, 10, 11, and 14)

indicated that their two most important ICT issues include one digital ICT development

issue and one intelligent ICT development issue. Region 9 indicated that the two most

important issues were both digital ICT development types. Region 9 also indicated that
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ICT was a very important issue (see Figure 3). From these responses it can be asserted

that Region 9 is at the stage of deploying ICT infrastructure and comecting citizens and

businesses to ICT while other parts of the state (namely Regions 5, 6, 8, 12, and 13) are

focusing primarily on the utilization of the infiastructure already in place.

Michigan’s Upper Peninsula, an area typically associated with a more rural

lifestyle, is ranked Above Average or Average in the area of digital and intelligent

development. The presence of three universities located in the Upper Peninsula is critical

to the Above Average digital and intelligent development of Regions 12 and 13 and

Average development of Region 11. Region 13 is home to Michigan Technological

University, a world renowned engineering school. Their presence in the northern portion

of Region 13 has facilitated the development of advanced digital infrastructure. Located

in Region 12, Northern Michigan University has, in more recent years, been known for

its technological imovation regarding student access to hardware, software, and virtual

resources. This has helped Region 12 excel in both digital and intelligent ICT

development. Lastly, Lake Superior State University, located in Region 11, is largely

known as a traditional general studies institution. While this has aided advancing ICT in

Region 11, it has not yet progressed as far as Regions 12 and 13.

Question Four: ICT Knowledge, Importance of Learning

The fourth question of the survey asked planners to indicate the level of

importance ofknowing and/or learning more about ICT as it relates to the mission and

function of their organization. Respondents were asked to indicate this importance on a

scale from one and five, with five indicating that it is very important for them to learn

more about ICT and one indicating that it is not very important.

43



On average, Michigan planners felt that learning more about ICT as it relates to

the firnction of their organization was important. This indicates that planners are aware

of the importance of ICT and feel it is pertinent for them to learn more about it as it

relates to their duties as a planner.

The purpose of this question is to determine how important it is for planners to

advance their knowledge of ICT as it relates to the mission and function of their

organization. The Average importance indicated by all plamers is 3.92 on the scale from

one to five. Figure 6 indicates whether each region was at, above, or below this average.
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Figure 6. Importance of Knowing and/or Learning More about ICT

Regions 3, 7, 9, and 14 indicate an Above Average level of importance for

knowing and/or learning more about ICT yet these regions are relatively less developed

from both a digital and intelligent development stand point (see Figure 5). Region 9 is

also Above Average in Figures 3 and 4 as well.
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Question Five: ICT Knowledge. Mangted or Expected Learning

The fifth question from the survey asked plamers whether they are expected or

mandated to know and/or learn about ICT as it relates to the function of their

organization. This is an important question as it gives insight into the expectations of

planning organizations. If planners are expected to know about ICT but not mandated,

the organization has taken a passive policy on the education of their employees regarding

ICT. However, if organizations mandate that their planners learn more about ICT the

organization has an active policy to equip their planners with the knowledge for

advancing ICT issues in the future. Table 12 gives the percentage of respondents

indicating whether they are expected or mandated by their organizations to learn more

 

 

about ICT.

Table 12. ICT Learning Policy

Organizational Policy % of Respondents

Mandated and Expected 10.9%

Neither Mandated nor Expected 26.1%

Not Mandated but Expected 63.0%    

The majority of respondents are expected to know and/or learn more about ICT as

it relates to the function of their organization but not mandated. For organizations to

have a passive policy for the continued education of their staff leaves learning about ICT

in the hands ofthe individual planners themselves. The 10.9% of planners who are

mandated and therefore expected to know and/or learn more about ICT are employed by

organizations that feel strongly about educating their employees on the topic of ICT. A

surprising 26.1% of respondents are not expected nor mandated to know and/or learn

about ICT. This percentage seems high considering that planners themselves and the
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organizations they work for ranked ICT as a relatively important plaming issue in

Question One.

The purpose of this question is to determine the policy for knowing and/or

learning more about ICT of the organizations for which responding planners work. The

dominant response to this question was that plamers are not mandated to know and/or

learn more about ICT as it relates to the function of their organization but are expected to

know and/or learn more. Above Average regions are those that are both mandated and

expected to know and/or learn while Below Average regions are those where planners are

neither mandated nor expected to know and/or learn more about ICT.
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Figure 7. Mandated!Expected to Know and/or Learn More about ICT

Nearly 90% ofresponding planners indicate that they are not mandated to know

and/or learn more about ICT as it contributes to the function of the organization they
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represent. This implies that organizations do not have a formal policy for the continued

education of their plamers related to ICT but some expect them to keep abreast of ICT

issues. Organizations in Regions 5 and 13 have a mandatory policy for continuing the

knowledge of planners in relation to ICT while Regions 6 and 11 do not expect nor

mandate their planners to know and/or learn more about ICT as it relates to the function

of the organization.

Question Six: Familiarity with the Knowledge Economy

For this section of the survey, planners were given the definition of the knowledge

economy from Huggins as stated in Chapter Two. They then were asked to rate their

personal exposure to, and familiarity with doing planning in the context of the knowledge

economy. They were asked to rate their familiarity on a scale from one to five, with a

response of five indicating they are “very familiar” with the knowledge economy and a

one indicating they are “not very familiar.” The average familiarity for all respondents

was 2.66 on the scale from one to five. Because the median responses on a scale from

one to five is three, this suggests Michigan planners, as a whole, are less than familiar

with the knowledge economy. Figure 8 displays the familiarity with the knowledge

economy for each region compared to the average response of 2.66 as indicated by all

responding plamers.
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Figure 8. Familiarity with the Knowledge Economy

Regions 3, 5, 9, 11 and 12 stand out as indicating a higher than average familiarity

with the concept of the knowledge economy. Region 13 is interesting in that it has a

formal policy for knowing and/or learning more about ICT, however, the region is Below

Average in familiarity with the knowledge economy. It is noted that Regions 1, 6, 13,
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and 14 responded with at least one intelligent type ICT development issues (see Figure 5)

indicate a Below Average familiarity with the knowledge economy. Therefore, it can be

concluded that while these regions are moving beyond digital ICT development, they are

still unfamiliar with the concept of the knowledge economy.

mestion Seven: Importance of the Knowledge Economy to Michigan’s Economy in the

Finite.

The seventh question asked planners to indicate the level of importance they feel

the knowledge economy will have to Michigan’s economy as a whole in the future.

Planners were asked to respond on a scale fiom one to five with five indicating that the

knowledge economy will be “very important” to the state’s economy and one indicating

that the knowledge economy will be “not very important” to the state’s economy. The

average importance indicated by all responding planners was 4.43. Figure 9 displays the

results of this question by region.
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Figure 9. Importance of Knowledge Economy to Michigan’s Economy in the Future

As shown in the map, the majority of regions (i.e. Regions 3, 4, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12,

13, and 14) indicate the knowledge economy is “very important” to Michigan’s economy

in the future. With such a high average rating to this question (i.e. an average response of

4.43 on a scale from one to five), planners indicate that they understand the need for a
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change in the economy. While planners believe the knowledge economy will have a high

level of impact on the future of Michigan’s economy, they are not very familiar with the

concept of the knowledge economy and the way in which it pertains to their daily

practice of planning (as shown in Figure 8). This discrepancy shows that Michigan

planners realize a change in the economy is needed but are not necessarily familiar with

the change taking place.

Three regions (1 , 5 and 6) indicated an importance level that is Below Average.

Because these regions indicate Average and Above Average responses for other

questions, two conclusions could be drawn from their response to the question of

knowledge economy importance to the future of Michigan’s economy; (1) planners in

these regions have no knowledge of the knowledge economy and, therefore, it is not

present in their daily practice as planners or (2) the concept of the knowledge economy is

so normative to planners from these regions that they feel it is not any more important

than other economic issues.

Question Eight: Cross-Sectoral Cooperation

Cross-sectoral cooperation and partnerships are important elements in the success

of the knowledge economy as they relate to creating and maintaining an enterprise

culture within a community. Partnerships can include, but are not limited to public-

private partnerships, non-profit and for-profit cross-institutional arrangements, etc. These

partnerships and new-governance relationships should support entrepreneurship and

imovation within a region; that is, they result in the realization of a local “enterprise

culture (Corey and Wilson 2003).” Responding planners were asked to indicate their

perception of the level of cross-sectoral cooperation within their jurisdiction as well as
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the success of this cooperation. Responses were given on a scale from one to five with

five indicating partnerships are “very cooperative” or “very successful,” and a one

indicating partnerships are “not very cooperative” or “not very successful.” On average,

responding plamers indicated a cooperative level of partnerships of 3.36 on the scale

from one to five and the success of these partnerships as 3.07 on the same scale. Figure

10 and 11 display the results by region for cooperation ofpartnerships and their success

respectively.

54



 

  

 

Legend

ll Below Average: < 3.11

g, Average: 3.11 - 3.61

-Above Average: > 3.61

[:3 No Respondents

  

  
 

Figure 10. Cross-Sectoral Partnership Cooperation

Regions 1, 6, 8, and 12 indicated that cross-sectoral partnerships in the area are

Above Average compared to other regions. Now that the cooperation in each region has

been assessed, Figure 11 shows the perceived success of these partnerships as indicated

by responding planners. It is expected that cooperative and successful partnerships are
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associated with more intelligent ICT developed regions (Regions 1, 6, and 8); Figure 10

indicates this association.

estion Nine: Cross-Sectoral Success
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Figure 11. Cross-Sectoral Partnership Success
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Overall, responding planners ratexl the success of cross-sectoral partnerships

lower than the level of cooperation of these partnerships. This shows that while various

types of agencies cooperate with one another, this cooperation is not always successful.

Of the four regions indicating Above Average cooperation in their regions, Region 8

indicates that while cross-sectoral partnerships are cooperative, they are not as successful.

Question Ten: Inter-Govemmental Cooperation

Similar to the question pertaining to cross-sectoral partnership cooperation and

success, Question Ten asked planners to rate the level of cooperation and success of

partnerships between governmental entities. Examples ofpartnerships of this nature

could include formal information sharing agreements between neighboring municipalities

or an informal friendly and cooperative environment for the mutual success of all

municipalities involved. Planners were asked to rate cooperation and success on a scale

from one to five with five indicating inter-governmental partnerships are “very

cooperative” or “very successful” and a one indicating that the same partnerships are “not

very cooperative” or “not very successful.” The average cooperation rating for all

respondents is 3.25 and the average success of these partnerships was rated similarly at

3.26. Figure 12 gives the cooperation rating by region.
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Figure 12. Cooperation among Government Entities

Region 5 indicated that government entities are “not very cooperative” in the

region and also rated cross-sectoral cooperation Below Average. This is striking as

Region 5 is surrounded by Regions 1, 6, and 7 which indicated an Above Average

success of inter-govemmental partnerships. The low rating of inter-govemmental
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cooperation in Region 5 could be due to the necessary aggregation of results at the

regional scale. Region 5 includes the City of Flint and its surrounding metro area (an

urban area characterized by economic disparity). However, the majority of Region 5 is

very rural agricultural land. This stark contrast of geographies within a single region

could be the cause for such a low rating of cooperation.

Regions tend to rate cooperation among government entities higher than the

cooperation of cross-sectoral partnerships. Examples of partnerships of this nature

include a relationship between non-profit organizations and the municipality in which

they serve or agreements between non-governmental entities and private-sector

companies for the betterment of the entire community. This indicates public or

governmental entities are more willing to successfully cooperate with planners on issues

of importance to the region. Figure 13 indicates the rating of success among government

entities for each region.
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Question Eleven: Inter-Governmental Success
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Figure 13. Success of Partnerships among Government Entities

Unlike the loose comection between cross-sectoral partnership cooperation and

success, the rating of inter-governmental partnership success has the same regional

distribution as intergovernmental partnership cooperation (see Figure 12). This implies
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inter-governmental partnerships are more stable than cross-sectoral partnerships. Region

5 remains as the only region rating the success of these partnerships as “not very

successful.”

Question Twelve: Economically Distressed Communities

Equity among communities is an important dimension for plaming in the context

of the knowledge economy. The United States Economic Development Administration

defines economically distressed communities as “those that experience substantial

barriers that inhibit the grth of their local economies and limit their ability to compete

effectively in regional, national, and global markets (USEDA).” Plamers were asked to

rate the level to which they apply principles of ICT and knowledge economy

development to economically distressed communities in their jurisdiction. Responses

were indicated on a scale from one to five with five indicating a high level of application

of ICT and knowledge economy principles to economically distressed communities and a

one indicating a low level of application. The average level of application for all

respondents is 2.9 on the scale from one to five. Figure 14 displays the level of

application for the fourteen regions.

61



 

   

Legend

"“7 Below Average: < 2.68

- Average: 2.68 - 3.18

- Above Average: > 3.18

, No Respondents   
Figure 14. Level of Application of Knowledge Economy Principles to Economically

Distressed Communities

The majority of regions indicated that they apply the principles of ICT and the

knowledge economy to economically distressed communities in the region less often (i.e.

Below Average and Average) in their daily practice. Regions 5, 8, 9, 10, and 12 indicate
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higher levels of application of these principles to economically distressed communities.

Region 1 is interesting in that in includes the metro Detroit area. The City of Detroit,

another urban center plagued by economic disparity, is a sharp contrast to the typically

wealthy suburbs extending from the city to the west.
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4.3 Regional Comparison

Table 13.

 

Number

134567891011121314

l - ICT Rank Professionally

2 - Future ICT

3 - ICT Issue

T

4 - Imp. Learning More

about ICT

5 - to

Learn More about ICT

6 - Familiarity with

7 - hnp.

Economy to M1. Economy

8 - Cross-Sectoral Cooperation

1

9 - Success

11

10 - Inter-Govemmental

l

11 -

Success 1

12 - Economically Distressed

Comm. 1

A A Below A

Table 13 displays the responses for each of the twelve questions asked in the

survey and whether each region was below, at, or above the average response for each

question. From this table one may identify those regions that are consistently above,

below, or at the average among other regions. The table displays eight questions which

are grouped into four pairs (Questions 4 & 5, 6 & 7, 8 & 9, and 10 & 11). The darkened

line around each pair indicates that these questions should be examined together as they

are related (i.e. cross-sectoral cooperation and cross-sectoral success). It is noted that no
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survey respondents are located in Region 2; thusly, Region 2 has not been included in

Table 13.

In 2003, Corey and Wilson developed five lessons targeting planning practice

which are fundamental to planning in the context of the global knowledge economy.

These lessons include; (1) human capital (2) enterprise culture (3) mindset change (4)

new governance and (5) community and regional equity (Corey and Wilson 2003). Four

of these lessons are directly addressed in the Michigan Planners and the Knowledge

Economy Survey. These lessons represent a relatively holistic approach to planning in

the context ofthe knowledge economy. These practice lessons and other local and

regional plaming practices within the context ofthe global knowledge economy are

elaborated in Corey and Wilson, 2006.

Cross-sectoral partnerships are important to the success of the knowledge

economy as they relate to the creation and maintenance of an enterprise culture within a

community or region. These partnerships should support entrepreneurship and

imovation within a region contributing to, and ultimately resulting in the strengthening

and/or realization of a local enterprise culture (Corey and Wilson 2003). By asking

planners to rate the level of cooperation and success among cross-sectoral partnerships

within the region, an idea of the level of the enterprise culture in the region is established.

Because Michigan is a state with an economy traditionally rooted in the

automotive industry (a resource intensive industry sector), it is important for planners to

change their mindset in relation to economic development; moving from the

establishment of traditional type industries to those which are knowledge-based. By

asking plamers to forecast the importance of the knowledge economy to the future of
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Michigan’s economy, the level of mindset change regarding the knowledge economy is

established.

Inter-governmental cooperation is important to the knowledge economy as it

represents new relational governance practices within a region. Michigan is a home rule

state; therefore, Michigan municipalities have traditionally functioned autonomously and

have not fostered or established strong inter-governmental or regional partnerships.

Asking planners to rate the level of cooperation and success among inter-governmental

partnerships within the region, a perceived level of new governance practices can be

established.

In order for a region to compete in the global knowledge economy, a perceived

level of community and regional equity must be established. Economically distressed

communities are defined as those that experience substantial barriers (i.e. broadband

access) that inhibit the growth of their local economies and limit their ability to compete

effectively in regional, national, and global markets (USEDA). By asking planners to

rate the extent to which they apply the principles of the knowledge economy and ICT

development to economically distressed communities within their jurisdiction, a

perceived level of regional equity engagement can be established.

The following sections include analyses for each region individually. Each region

also has been categorized into one of the following three groups according to its

responding plamers’ level of responsiveness to the knowledge economy (including the

four of five planning practice lessons (i.e. enterprise culture, mindset change, new

governance, and community and regional equity) described previously) and ICT; (1)

Responsive (2) Somewhat Responsive or (3) Not Responsive. In order to determine
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responsiveness, the numbers of Above Average, Average, and Below Average responses

for each question were tabulated for each region. A region is considered to be

Responsive if the number of Above Average and Average responses is greater than the

number ofAverage and Below Average responses. A region is Somewhat Responsive if

there are an equal number ofresponses Above Average and Below Average. Finally, a

region is considered relatively Not Responsive if the number ofAverage and Below

Average responses is greater than the number of Above Average and Average responses.

Again, because this “Michigan Plamers and the Knowledge Economy Survey”

was a completely voluntary method of data collection, results may not reflect the actual

ICT and knowledge economy planning environments in each region.

Region 1: Southeast Michigan Council of Governments
 

Above Average Responses: 5

Average Responses: 3

Below Average Responses: 4

Responsive

From Table 13, the most noticeable responses from Region 1 are in regards to

cross-sectoral and inter-governmental partnerships. Region 1 planners rated cross-

sectoral partnership cooperation and success as well as inter-governmental partnership

cooperation and success Above Average. This indicates strong ties among institutions of

all types (i.e. public- and private-sector, non-governmental, non-profit, etc.). Region 1

contains the Detroit metropolitan area; an area with an economy traditionally based in the

automotive industry and related manufacturing. With the decline ofmanufacturing and

other resource-intensive industries (i.e. those with inputs relying primarily on natural

resources), it is interesting to note that plamers from this region indicated a Below

Average response to the level of importance the knowledge economy will have on
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Michigan’s economy in the future. Also noted is a Below Average familiarity with the

knowledge economy. The automotive industry is not only resource-intensive; automotive

research and development as well as design are two sectors of this industry founded upon

the knowledge economy. Region 1 contains a large number of these particular types of

establishments because of the presence of the automotive industry. Because of this large

presence of research and development as well as design, the gap between Region 1

planner familiarity with the knowledge economy and its importance to the future of

Michigan’s economy is notable.

At a professional level, planners in Region 1 ranked ICT (a major underpinning of

the knowledge economy) at an Average level of importance among other regions.

Region 1 planners also indicated that ICT will and should have more emphasis in the

future, however, they do not feel it is important to know and/or learn more about ICT as

it relates to the function of their organization and are not mandated to do so.

Region 1 planners are considered to be Responsive to the knowledge economy

and ICT. The strongest portion of this responsiveness is grounded in the cooperation and

success of cross-sectoral and inter-governmental partnerships, while the weakest portion

is in the planners’ Below Average familiarity with the knowledge economy and their

belief that it will not be as important to Michigan’s economy as indicated by other

regions.

Reg’on 3: South-Central Michigan Planning Council

Above Average Responses: 2

Average Responses: 7

Below Average Responses: 3

Not Responsive
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Region 3 is considered to be Not Responsive because the number of Average and

Below Average responses is slightly greater than the number ofAbove Average and

Average responses. The most noticeable responses from this region are the Below

Average indication of cross-sectoral partnership cooperation and success indicated by

responding plamers. This indicates that planners in this region do not perceive a culture

of entrepreneurship between different types of agencies. Interestingly, planners in

Region 3 feel that ICT has an Above Average importance and that it is important to know

and/or learn more about ICT as it relates to the function of their organization, but feel that

it will not and should not have more emphasis in the future. Region 3 plamers indicated

an Average familiarity with the knowledge economy and believe it will have Average

importance to the future of Michigan’s economy.

Region 4: Southwestern Michigan Commission

Above Average Responses: 1

Average Responses: 9

Below Average Responses: 2

Not Responsive

The majority of responses from planners in Region 4 were Average. As stated

previously, Questions 8 & 9 should be examined simultaneously as cross-sectoral

partnership cooperation and success are related. Of the thirteen regions with planners

responding to the survey, only four regions indicated different responses for the level of

cooperation and the level of success among cross-sectoral partnerships. Region 4

indicates a Below Average level of cooperation between these partnerships and an

Average level of success. This indicates that while cross-sectoral partnerships in Region

4 are not necessarily cooperative, the cooperation that exists is successful.
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Planners responding from Region 4 indicate that it is of Below Average

importance to know and/or learn more about ICT as it relates to the function of their

organization and are expected to know and/or learn more. Also, while planners indicate

an Average level of importance for ICT among other planning issues, they also feel that

ICT will and should have more emphasis in the future. This indicates that while ICT

development is not as important to planners in Region 4, they feel it will become more

important in the future as development occurs.

Region 5: Genesse-Livingston-Shiawasee Region V Planning and Development

Commission

 

Above Average Responses: 5

Average Responses: 2

Below Average Responses: 5

Somewhat Responsive

Region 5 is considered to be Somewhat Responsive to the knowledge economy

and ICT because planners in the region indicate equal numbers ofAbove Average and

Below Average responses. An especially noticeable pattern of response from planners in

Region 5 is the Below Average responses given for cross-sectoral and inter-governmental

partnership cooperation and success. This indicates that neither cross-sectoral nor inter-

governmental partnerships are perceived as cooperative or successful in Region 5.

Region 5 planners indicate an Average level of importance of ICT among other

planning issues. However, they also indicate that ICT will and should have more

emphasis in the future and indicate two intelligent type ICT development issues (i.e. e-

Govemment and GIS and Related Technology) as being most important. This indicates

that Region 5 is beyond the stages of digital ICT infrastructure development and is

increasingly concerned with more advanced use and application of this infrastructure.
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Planners in Region 5 also indicate that they are mandated and therefore expected to know

and/or learn more about ICT as it relates to the function of the organization for which

they represent.

Planners also indicate they have an Above Average familiarity with the

knowledge economy but do not feel the knowledge economy will be as important to the

future of Michigan’s economy as was indicated by ten other regions. Region 5 planners

indicate an Above Average application ofknowledge economy principles to

economically distressed communities within their jurisdiction. Region 5 has progressed

Above the Average for all Michigan regions in regards to ICT yet falls Below Average in

the area of cooperation and success among various partnerships.

Region 6: Tri-County Regional Planning Commission
 

Above Average Responses: 5

Average Responses: 2

Below Average Responses: 5

Somewhat Responsive

The same as Region 5, Region 6 indicates an equal number ofAbove Average

and Below Average responses. Just as with Region 1, the most noticeable response

pattern for Region 6 is the Above Average indication for cross-sectoral and

intergovernmental partnership cooperation and success. This indicates a strong

comection between institutions of all types within the region. Also noticeable is a cluster

of Below Average responses for Questions 4, 5, 6, and 7; planners in Region 6 do not feel

it is important to know and/or learn more about ICT as it relates to the function of their

organization and are not expected nor mandated to do so. Region 6 planners also feel

that ICT will not and should not have more emphasis in the future and indicate two

intelligent type ICT development issues (i.e. GIS and Related Technology and
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Technology Related Economic Development) as most important for the region. These

responses indicate that ICT is not a high priority for the responding planners and the

region has moved beyond infrastructure development and'is focusing more on use and

application of the infrastructure.

Planners also indicate a Below Average level of familiarity with the knowledge

economy and do not feel the knowledge economy will be as important to Michigan’s

economy as do other regions. This is interesting in that Lansing (in a somewhat

analogous fashion as Detroit (i.e. with a heavy presence of automotive related industries)

only on a smaller scale) has an economy traditionally based on manufacturing type

industries. Unlike Detroit, however, Lansing has more manufacturing establishments

related to the automotive industry than research and development or design

establishments.

In contrast to Region 5, Region 6 is Above Average in the area of partnership

cooperation and success yet is Below Average in the area of ICT development and

knowledge.

Region 7: East Central Michigan Planning and Development Regional Commission
 

Above Average Responses: 5

Average Responses: 7

Below Average Responses: 0

Responsive

Responding plamers from Region 7 are Responsive to the knowledge economy

and ICT as they indicate no Below Average responses to any of the questions asked.

Region 7 indicates Above Average cooperation and success of inter-governmental

partnerships and Average cooperation and success of cross-sectoral partnerships. This

indicates that many different institutions work well together within the region. While
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responding planners indicate an Average level of familiarity with the knowledge

economy, they foresee that the knowledge economy will be very important to the future

of Michigan’s economy.

Region 7 planners rank ICT with an Above Average importance among other

planning issues and feel that ICT should have more emphasis in the future. Planners also

note one digital type ICT development issue and one intelligent type ICT development

issue as being most important among other ICT issues. This indicates that while the

application and use of ICT infrastructure is important, there is still some importance on

the deployment of infrastructure throughout the region. Region 7 planners also indicate

an Above Average level of importance for knowing and/or learning more about ICT as it

relates to the function of their organization and are expected but not mandated to know

and/or learn more. While there is no formal policy for learning more about ICT, planners

feel it is important to do so.

Region 8: West Michigan Regional Plaming Commission

Above Average Responses: 3

Average Responses: 6

Below Average Responses: 3

Somewhat Responsive

Region 8 indicates an equal number of Above Average and Below Average

responses. Of the other thirteen regions with planners responding to the survey, Region 8

is the only region that ranks ICT Below Average among other planning issues. Plamers

also feel that ICT will not and should not have more emphasis in the future. In contrast,

planners in Region 8 indicate two intelligent type ICT development issues (i.e. e-

Govemment and GIS and Related Technology) as being most important and also feel

there is a Below Average importance to know and/or learn more about ICT as it relates to
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the function of the organization they represent but are expected to do so. This indicates

that Region 8 has moved past ICT infrastructure development and on to the application

and use of infrastructure. Planners, therefore, feel that ICT is not as important as it once

was because the focus is no longer on infi'astructure.

Region 8 planners indicate an Average familiarity with the knowledge economy

and also feel that it will be important to the future of Michigan’s economy. Planners also

indicate that they attempt to apply principles of the knowledge economy and ICT when

working with economically distressed communities.

With the exception of cross-sectoral partnership cooperation being Above

Average, all other questions pertaining to partnerships of any kind in the region are

Average. Region 8 displays Below Average responses for questions pertaining to ICT

and Average to Above Average responses for questions dealing with the knowledge

economy and partnership cooperation and success.

Robert Huggins, noted knowledge economy economist, amually publishes the

World Knowledge Competitiveness Index. The 2005 Index gathered data for various

knowledge economy indicators from 125 city-regions around the world. Ofthese 125

worldwide city-regions, Grand Rapids, MI (located within Region 8) was ranked sixth in

the world for knowledge competitiveness; in 2004, Grand Rapids was ranked third

(Huggins 2005). It is notable that while Grand Rapids ranks highly among worldwide

city-regions for knowledge competitiveness, Region 8 planners are only Somewhat

Responsive to the knowledge economy.

R_egion 9: Northeast Michigan Council of Governments

Above Average Responses: 5

Average Responses: 6
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Below Average Responses: 1

Responsive

Region 9 is unique in that it is the only region indicating two digital type ICT

development issues as most important among other ICT issues. This indicates planners in

this region feel the area is not as comected to digital infrastructure as other parts of the

state. Responding plamers also indicate an Above Average importance of ICT among

other plaming issues as well as a belief that ICT will have and should have more

emphasis in the future. Region 9 planners also indicate an Above Average importance to

know and/or learn more about ICT as it relates to the function of their organization. It

can be asserted that plamers in Region 9 realize the need to continue to deploy and

develop digital ICT infrastructure before prioritizing the development and application of

advanced uses of ICT. Planners recognize the importance of ICT and are proactive in

knowing and learning more about it.

Region 9 planners also responded by indicating an Above Average level of

familiarity with the knowledge economy as well as an Above Average attempt to apply

the principles of the knowledge economy and ICT to economically distressed

communities in the region. Cooperation and success among cross-sectoral and inter-

governmental partnerships were indicated at an Average level. Region 9 planners

recognize the need to advance digital infrastructure and give importance to ICT

accordingly.

kgion 10: Northwest Michggm Council of Governments

Above Average Responses: 2

Average Responses: 10

Below Average Responses: 0

Responsive
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The majority of responses indicated by planners in Region 10 fall close to the

Average of all responding planners to the survey. This could be due in part to Region 10

being a mix ofboth urban and rural municipalities, and therefore representative of the

state as a whole. The two questions for which Region 10 indicated Above Average

responses were for the future emphasis of ICT and the application ofknowledge

economy and ICT principles to economically distressed communities. This indicates

that, for the most part, Region 10 planners feel comfortable with the state of ICT and

knowledge economy development within the area (i.e. have incorporated such principles

into practice and thus the new-economy practices have become normative).

Region 11: Eastern Upper Peninsula Regional Plaming and Development Commission

Above Average Responses: 3

Average Responses: 6

Below Average Responses: 3

Somewhat Responsive

Just as indicated in Region 9, Region 11 planners indicate an Above Average

importance of ICT. Responding planners also indicate that ICT will and should have

more emphasis in the future. One digital type ICT development issue and one intelligent

type ICT development issue also were indicated as being the top two most important ICT

issues to planners in the region. Planners feel an Average level of importance to know

and/or learn more about ICT but are not mandated nor expected to do so by the

organizations they represent.

Planners responding from Region 11 indicate an Above Average familiarity with

the knowledge economy but believe the knowledge economy will have an Average

importance to the future of Michigan’s economy. Also noted is the Below Average
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response in regard to the application ofknowledge economy and ICT principles to

economically distressed communities within the region.

A disparity exists between the cooperation level of cross-sectoral partnerships and

the success of these partnerships. Cooperation was rated Below Average while the

success ofthe partnerships was rated as Average. Similar to Region 4, this indicates that

while partnerships are not as pervasive as other regions, they are successfirl.

Region 12: Central Upper Peninsula Planning and Development Regional Commission

Above Average Responses: 8

Average Responses: 3

Below Average Responses: 1

Responsive

Region 12 stands out among the other regions as having the highest number of

Above Average responses. In regards to the first three questions asked (i.e. ICT rank,

future emphasis of ICT, and ICT issue development type), Region 12 planners responded

in the same manner as Region 6. Plamers ranked ICT as Average among other planning

issues and stated that ICT will not and should not have more emphasis in the future.

However, two intelligent type ICT development issues were given as the two most

important issues to planners in the region. Planners also feel an Average importance to

know and/or learn more about ICT as it relates to the function of the organization they

represent but are not expected to do so. This indicates that, according to the regions’

plamers, Region 12 has moved past the deployment of ICT infrastructure and is

concentrating on the development of advanced ICT applications and uses of the existing

infrastructure.

Planners responding fiom Region 12 indicate an Above Average familiarity with

the knowledge economy as well as recognizing that the knowledge economy will be very
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important to the future of Michigan’s economy. Also rated Above Average are

cooperation and success among both cross-sectoral and inter-governmental partnerships.

The application of knowledge economy and ICT principles to economically distressed

communities is also Above Average. Because of the traditionally rural character of

Michigan’s Upper Peninsula, it could be expected that all regions ofthe Upper Peninsula

would attempt to apply the principles of the knowledge economy and ICT to

economically distressed communities. By having an environment with cooperative and

successful partnerships among agencies as well as having planners with a greater

familiarity with the knowledge economy than other regions, Region 12 planners are

responsive to the knowledge economy and ICT.

Region 13: Western Upper Peninsula Planning and Development Regional Commission

Above Average Responses: 4

Average Responses: 6

Below Average Responses: 2

Responsive

Region 13 exhibits the same responses as Region 5 in regards to Questions 1, 2,

and 3. Planners in Region 13 indicate an Average importance of ICT among other

plaming issues but feel that ICT will and should have more emphasis in the future. Also

indicated are two intelligent type ICT development issues as the two most important ICT

issues to planners. While Region 13 planners indicate an Average response to knowing

and/or learning more about ICT, they indicate that the organizations they represent expect

and mandate them to know and/or learn more about ICT as it relates to the function of

their organization. This is also shown in Region 5.

Region 13 planners indicate 3 Below Average level of familiarity with the

knowledge economy but feel that the knowledge economy will have an Above Average
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importance to the future of Michigan’s economy. Inter-governmental partnership

cooperation and success were rated at an Average level while cross-sectoral partnership

cooperation was rated Below Average and cross-sectoral partnership success was rated

Average. This indicates that while partnerships between different institution types are

not always cooperative, they can be successful and for the future more effort needs to be

put into the public-private linkage.
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Region 14: West Michigan Shoreline Regional Development Commission

Above Average Responses: 4

Average Responses: 5

Below Average Responses: 3

Responsive

Plamers responding from Region 14 indicate an Average importance of ICT

among other planning issues but feel ICT will and should have more emphasis in the

future (i.e. indicating they are a digital development laggard). Also noted are one digital

type ICT development issue and one intelligent type ICT development issue as the two

most important ICT issues facing the region according to planners. This indicates that

ICT should be more important and the region is transitioning from the deployment of ICT

infrastructure to the advanced use of this infrastructure (i.e. both a short-term and longer-

tenn mindset).

Region 14 planners indicated a Below Average level of familiarity with the

knowledge economy; one of four regions responding as such. Also noted is an Average

opinion that the knowledge economy will be important to the future of Michigan’s

economy.

Region 14 stands out among other regions because of the discrepancy between the

indicated levels of cooperation and success for cross-sectoral and inter-governmental

partnerships. Planners responded by stating Below Average levels of cooperation and

success among cross—sectoral partnerships within the region, but indicated Above

Average levels of cooperation and success among inter-governmental partnerships. This

signifies a cooperative enviromnent among municipal governments in the area and a less

cooperate environment among other types of institutions (i.e. non-profit, non-

governmental, private-sector, etc.). Region 14 plamers are more responsive to ICT and
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inter-governmental cooperation than to knowledge economy familiarity and cross-

sectoral partnerships.

Geogiaphic Regional Responsiveness

After examining the responsiveness of plamers in each region to the knowledge

economy and ICT, a map displaying each region’s total responsiveness was created.

Figure 15 displays the overall responsiveness of each planning and development region in

Michigan.

81



 

    
Legend

. I NotResponsive

E 9' Somewhat Responsive

- Responsive

:J No Respondents

0 Urban Areas  
 

Figure 15. 2005 Regional Responsiveness

Clear geographic patterns can be seen related to regional location and

responsiveness. Regions 3 and 4, located in the southwest corner of the state, are the

only two regions categorized as Not Responsive because of the high number of Below

Average and Average responses indicated by participating planners. North of Regions 3
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and 4, a horizontal band consisting of Regions 5, 6, and 8 are classified as having

planners who are Somewhat Responsive to the knowledge economy and ICT. Region 1 1,

located in the eastern portion of Michigan’s Upper Peninsula, also is categorized as

Somewhat Responsive. Enveloping the Not Responsive and Somewhat Responsive areas

of the state, planners responding from Regions 1, 7, 9, 10, 12, 13, and 14 are Responsive

to the knowledge economy and ICT.

Also indicated on the map are urban areas designated by the State of Michigan. It

could be expected that more Responsive regions would be those in which there is a

higher population density. Region 1 planners, the region containing the Detroit

metropolitan area, indicate they are Responsive to the knowledge economy and ICT.

However, other populous areas such as Regions 5, 6, and 8 are only Somewhat

Responsive. Moving north in the state’s Lower Peninsula, urban areas become more

sparse. However, planners representing Regions 7, 9, 10, and 14 are as Responsive, if

not more Responsive, than those in more populated areas (i.e. Regions 1, 5, 6, and 8).

Interestingly, Region 12 and 13 planners, located in Michigan’s Upper Peninsula (a

region unique in its natural beauty, sparse population, and distant fiom traditional urban

settings), also are Responsive to the knowledge economy and ICT. Not only are

geographic patterns discemable from the analysis of the results of the Michigan Planners

and the Knowledge Economy Survey, but temporal patterns are also evident.

Temporal Reg'gnal Responsiveness

In 2001, a paper entitled “An Examination of Government-Led Broadband

Infrastructure Initiatives in Michigan” was published by James C. Breuckman, a graduate

student of Michigan State University’s Urban and Regional Planning Program. The basis
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for the research of this paper was an eReadiness survey conducted of Michigan’s fourteen

planning and development regions. The purpose of the Breuckman survey was to provide

information pertaining to how ready Michigan’s regions are to participate in the digital

economy (Breuckman 2001, 2). The eReadiness survey categorized regions into various

stages of readiness based on regional planners’ responses to the survey.

The Michigan State University Community and Economic Development Program,

in 2003, published an occasional paper that reported on a survey of the websites of

Michigan counties and planning and development regions from an economic

development perspective (Singh 2003, 1). Website development, for the purposes of

economic development, is an example of an intelligent type ICT development issue

founded on existing advanced ICT infrastructure. An economic development framework

of eighteen questions was developed by Michigan State University professors Kemeth E.

Corey and Mark 1. Wilson and applied to county and regional websites (Singh 2003, 4).

A grouping methodology then was established based on the framework. County and

regional websites were placed into four categories based on their ranking in the

methodology: (1) Leaders (2) Contenders (3) Followers or (4) Laggards (Singh 2003, 6).

Once both the eReadiness survey by Breuckman and the website analysis by

Singh were completed, in 2003, the results were combined and a map was created

indicating an overall responsiveness of each of Michigan’s planning and development

regions in the context of the digital economy (i.e. economic development websites and

eReadiness). Figure 16 displays regional plamer responsiveness in 2003 based on

regional responses to the two aforementioned studies.
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Figure 16. 2003 and 2005 Regional Responsiveness

Regions 1, 3, and 11 retained the same responsiveness level from 2003 to 2005

while Regions 4, 6, and 8 decreased in their responsiveness to the knowledge economy

and ICT. The majority of Michigan’s regions increased their responsiveness level

including Regions 5, 7, 9, 10, ll, 12, 13, and 14. With the exception of Region 5, all

other regions increasing their responsiveness went from being categorized as Somewhat

Responsive in 2003 to Responsive in 2005 (Region 5 increased from Not Responsive in

2003 to Somewhat Responsive in 2005).

The same geographic patterns established in the regional responsiveness of 2005

(see Figure 15) are not evident in the responsiveness levels of 2003, but a similar pattern

exists. In 2003 Regions 2 and 3, as well as 5, were Not Responsive. These regions are
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located in the south-central portion of the state. Enveloping Regions 2 and 3, Regions 1,

4, 6, and 8 are the Responsive regions of 2003. This pattern is consistent with the

location ofmore urban areas in Michigan as shown in Figure 15. Moving northward in

the state, Regions 7, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 14 (areas ofmore sparse population) are

categorized as Somewhat Responsive. The spatial pattern between 2003 and 2005

Somewhat Responsive and Responsive regions is reversed. Generally, those regions

which, in 2003, were Somewhat Responsive have put forth effort in becoming

Responsive two years later in 2005.

Regions 6 and 8 are interesting in that both went from being Responsive in 2003

to being Somewhat Responsive in 2005. This could be due, in part, to planners in these

regions recognizing that digital ICT infrastructure exists throughout the region and are

now concentrating on the advanced use of this infrastructure thus the concepts of the

knowledge economy and ICT have become normative to planners in these regions. In the

2005 survey, both regions indicate two intelligent type ICT development issues as the

two most important ICT issues. This shows that planners in Region 6 and 8 were

Responsive to the need for digital infrastructure deployment and now, in 2005, this goal

has been accomplished and they are now begiming to move toward the intelligent ICT

development of the regions.

The progress demonstrated by the majority of Michigan’s planning and

development regions is significant. As evidenced by the shift of Regions 7, 9, 10, 12, 13,

and 14 from Somewhat Response in 2003 to Responsive in 2005 indicates that planners

have recognized the need for advancement in the knowledge economy as well as in the

development of ICT.
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4. 4 Private-Sector Survey Results

Two sectors dominate the realm of urban and regional planning practice in

Michigan; public-sector planners and private-sector planners. Of the 630 places in

Michigan recognized by the United States Census Bureau, 60.7% of these places had a

population less than 3,000 people in the year 2000 (US Census). Communities of this

size typically do not have the resources necessary to independently conduct planning and

zoning activities on a regular basis. As is often the case, these communities contract with

private-sector consulting firms in order to meet plaming needs. Therefore, private-sector

planners have an important influence over planning activities in Michigan. In order to

address this phenomenon, private-sector planners serving Michigan were included in the

set of respondents for the Michigan Planners and the Knowledge Economy Survey.

Private-sector planners employed by private-sector planning consulting firms

were chosen randomly from nineteen firms serving Michigan. Six responses were

received from these firms by the end of July 2005. Private-sector planners received the

same survey as public-sector planners. Table 14 examines the average response for the

twelve questions examined in section 4.2.
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Table 14. Comparison of Public- and Private-Sector Responses
 

Average Responses:
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

Public— Private-

(gestion Question Description Sector Sector

1 ICT Importance, Professionally 4.15 3.8

2 ICT Will Have Emphasis Same More

ICT Should Have Emphasis More More

3 1st Ranked ICT Issue Type Digital Intelligent

2nd Ranked ICT Issue Type Intelligent Intelligent

4 Importance of Knowing and/or Learning about ICT 3.93 3.5

5 Mandated to Know and/or Learn No No

Expected to Know and/or Learn Yes Yes

6 Familiarity with Knowledge Economy 2.65 2.66

Importance of Knowledge Economy to the State 444 4.33

7 Economy

8 Cross-Sectoral Partnership Cooperation 3.37 3.5

9 Cross-Sectoral Partnership Success 3.13 3.4

10 Inter-Governmental Cooperation 3.3 2.7

11 Inter-Governmental Success 3.21 3.2

12 Economically Distressed Communities 3.05 2    
 

It can be seen in Table 14 that private-sector planners rate the importance of ICT

lower than public-sector plamers. However, private-sector planners feel ICT will and

should have more emphasis in the future. Also, private-sector planners’ top two ICT

issues are both of the intelligent development type while public-sector planners feel, in

part, that digital ICT development is still important. Public-sector planners believe that it

is more important to know and/or learn more about ICT as it relates to the function of

their organization than private-sector planners. Because the work of private-sector

planners is influenced by market forces, making them stay abreast of current planning

issues, topics, and techniques, it is interesting to note that private-sector planning

agencies, in general, do not mandate their planning staff to know and/or learn more about

ICT as it relates to the function of their organization. This is similar to the response

indicated by public-sector planners.
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Both public- and private-sector planners have relatively the same level of

familiarity with the knowledge economy and believe it will be important to the future of

Michigan’s economy. Private-sector planners feel the cooperation and success among

cross—sectoral partnerships is higher than public-sector plamers. The application of

knowledge economy principles to economically distressed communities is significantly

lower among private-sector planners than among public-sector planners. This could be

due in part to the fact that private-sector planners are hired by specific communities to

perform specific tasks. This gives the private consulting firm less freedom to apply

knowledge economy and ICT principles to a wide range of community types, including

those which are economically distressed.

Private-sector planners are no more responsive to the knowledge economy and

ICT than public-sector plamers. This suggests that both private- and public-sector

planners can learn from one another in the context of the knowledge economy.
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Chapter 5.0

Recommendations and Conclusions

5.1 Spatial and Temporal Patterns

As shown in previous sections, there are clear spatial and temporal patterns

existing in relation to urban and regional planners and their opinions and perspectives of

the knowledge economy and ICT. Represented in the 2005 survey of Michigan planners,

Michigan’s southwest clearly is in need of policy changes in relation to planning in the

context of the knowledge economy and ICT (i.e. the development and enhancement of

cross-sectoral as well as inter-governmental partnerships, the application of knowledge

economy and ICT principles to economically distressed communities, etc). Regions 3

and 4 were consistently Below Average in regards to the survey questions asked. Also, it

is alarming that Region 4 went from being Responsive in 2003 to being Not Responsive

in 2005. Regions 3 and 4 also rated cross-sectoral partnership cooperation and success

Below Average. These regions should examine policy related to partnerships of this type

and encourage the development of a more cooperative environment between multiple

agency types.

Regions 1, 5, 6, and 8 are the regions of Michigan containing the highest

concentration ofpopulation in the state. With the exception of Region 1, all of these

regions were categorized as Somewhat Responsive. Interestingly, these regions were

ranked as Responsive in 2003, showing a decrease in responsiveness level over a two

year period. Regions 1 and 6 indicate Above Average levels for cooperation and success

among both cross-sectoral and inter-governmental partnerships while Regions 5 and 8

rated these same aspects as Below Average or Average respectively. Regions 5 and 8
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should take note of policies existing in Regions 1 and 6 aimed at inter-institutional and

inter-organizational partnerships.

The other regions of the state (i.e. Regions 7, 9, 10, ll, 12, 13, and 14) indicate

Responsive planners in the context of the knowledge economy and ICT. While these

areas of the state are not as populated as the previously discussed regions, responding

plamers are more responsive to the knowledge economy. These regions also show an

improvement in responsiveness fi'om 2003 to 2005 by increasing from Somewhat

Responsive to Responsive.

Because of the strong spatial and temporal patterns existing among planners and

their opinions and perspectives of the knowledge economy and ICT, best practices can be

learned from regions excelling in particular areas (i.e. cross-sectoral or inter-

governmental cooperation, knowledge economy familiarity, ICT development issues,

professional development in the knowledge economy and ICT, digital and intelligent

development, continuing education, etc.) and applied to those regions which are

struggling.

5.2 Recommendations

Evidenced by the varied distribution ofplanner responsiveness to the knowledge

economy and ICT, the most influential recommendation derived from this research calls

for a change in the current regalatory framewoflc guiding the work of Michigan’s

planners to formally mandate planners to incorporate both digital and intelligent

development activities into planning practice (i.e. more authority given to regional
 

planning entities, stricter, more comprehensive, and current mandates from state
 

legislation. etc). This is a drastic mindset change that needs to take place at a broad
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state-wide level. By mandating the application of knowledge economy and ICT

principles into the work of Michigan’s planners, Michigan’s future economy may begin

to be changed from one based principally on traditional manufacturing industries to one

that also is based on knowledge, technology, and creativity; thus, a more diverse and

competitive set of regional economies should result and spillover from currently more

knowledge economy and ICT advanced regions (i.e. Regions 1, 7, 9, 10, 12, 13, and 14)

could influence the practices of other regions.

However, unlike California and Oregon (states in which planning is driven by

state government), Michigan legislation enables local municipalities to plan instead of

mandating planning activities or agendas. A more attainable, and realistic,

recommendation derived from this research is to provide incentives to municipal planners

and local communities to create and adopt plans which include and promote elements of

ICT and knowledge economy development. Comecting state funding to projects and

developments associated with or based on ICT and knowledge economy principles is one

example of a state-level incentive for developing the knowledge economy via the practice

ofplanning. Michigan Governor Jennifer Granholm’s Cool Cities Initiative is an

example ofjust such an incentive. One of Michigan’s knowledge economy related

problems is the loss of young college graduates to more vibrant and attractive areas of the

country. Recent college graduates typically are employable in knowledge economy

related industries. By losing large numbers of graduates each year, Michigan is losing

the opportunity to capitalize on the potential for knowledge economy development from

these individuals. Therefore, the idea behind the Cool Cities Initiative is to create vibrant

Michigan cities in order to attract and retain young college graduates and professionals.
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Communities are encouraged to develop projects that create more lively, fun, and

exciting places to live and work within the state. Communities then can submit plans to

the Initiative and those projects chosen are awarded $100,000 to begin work. The

retention of young college graduates relates directly to the development of human capital

as proposed by Corey and Wilson in their five fundamental planning practice lessons for

planning in the context of the knowledge economy. While the Cool Cities Initiative is

only one analogous illustration of a state-led incentive for the promotion of the

knowledge economy, it is an example that can be followed and applied to other elements

of the new economy as well.

As indicated by Corey and Wilson’s five fundamental planning practice lessons

(human capital, enterprise culture, mindset change, new governance, and community and

regional equity), these five elements need to become a priority of Michigan planners in

their knowledge economy practice (Corey and Wilson 2006, 178-179). Human capital

development can be fostered by giving more and sustained emphasis to educational

institutions in order to develop a more educated, skilled, creative, and well informed

population. An enterprise culture can be developed by providing a facilitating,

imovative, and entrepreneurial environment for successful and cooperative cross-sectoral

partnerships. As discussed previously, a mindset change among planners at multiple

levels (i.e. state government mandating planners to plan in the context of digital and

intelligent development and more authoritative regional planning entities) needs to take

place on a large scale. Also, Michigan plamers need to recognize and accept that the

economy has been and is shifting from industries based in resource-intensive production

to those based on knowledge production and the commercialization of that knowledge.
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By accepting this change, planners will be able to better address the concerns and

practices ofplanning in the context of the knowledge economy. New governance

practices can be fostered by the promotion of inter-governmental and public-private

partnerships and creating an environment that is conducive to the cooperation and success

of these partnerships. And finally, by applying the principles of the knowledge economy

and ICT (i.e. human capital development, establishing an entrepreneurial environment,

digital and intelligent development and promotion, etc.) to economically distressed

communities, regions and communities can broaden development opportunities and, in

the process, have the capacity to compete more fully in the global knowledge economy.

These changes will not happen automatically. It is suggested that municipal and

regional governments take the first step in setting an example to foster the change among

planners that is needed in order to advance the state’s development potential in the

knowledge economy. Local and regional agencies need to work at accepting and

changing their practice mindsets regarding the knowledge economy and ICT in order to

mobilize the needed mindset change of urban and regional planners. Governments can

serve as examples of e-govemment best practices (an example of intelligent development

type ICT development) as well as by fostering the deployment of wireless and broadband

Internet access to areas not yet served. Governments should try to link public services

(schools, hospitals, police, etc.) digitally in order to foster improved communication

between these agencies. Municipal and regional governments should provide funding to

organizations and entrepreneurs pursuing business ventures pertaining to the knowledge

economy and ICT. By acting as an exemplar, local and regional governments not only

strengthen their development behavior in the context of the knowledge economy and ICT
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but also demonstrate to the citizens and private-sector the possibilities that may result

from mindset change.

Also critical to the advancement of urban and regional planning influence over the

advancement of the knowledge economy is a shift in focus of planning education

institutions. Plaming in the context of the knowledge economy as well as in the

expansion ofboth digital and intelligent ICT development should be incorporated into

planning education curricula at both undergraduate and graduate levels. Without a solid

educational foundation on which to base planning decisions in the framework of the

knowledge economy and global networked society, planners will not have the ability to

make decisions critical to this type of development in a practical setting. It can be argued

that continuing education for practicing planners (i.e. conference sessions, workshops,

etc.) is a means to integrate knowledge economy planning principles practically,

however, a primary and integrated theoretical approach emphasized early in a planner’s

academic experience would provide them with the ability to make knowledge economy

development decisions early in their practical careers. Planning organizations (i.e.

American Planning Association, American Institute of Certified Planners, etc,) should

also take steps to ensure members are keeping abreast ofknowledge economy and ICT

issues. While these organizations typically focus on continuing education of planners

already working in a practical setting, a shift in focus toward basic planning education at

the graduate and undergraduate levels would aid in solidifying a planners foundation in

knowledge economy and ICT principles.

Two areas of the Michigan Planners and the Knowledge Economy Survey stand

out as being consistently Below Average compared to the response from planners for
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other questions of the survey; (1) cross-sectoral cooperation and success (Questions 8 and

9) and (2) familiarity with the knowledge economy and its importance to the future of

Michigan’s economy (Questions 6 and 7). These four questions, when examined as two

groups of related questions, received the highest number of Below Average responses.

Planners representing regions indicating Below Average responses to these

questions should examine the regional environment and local culture of cross-sectoral

partnerships in Regions 1, 6, and 12 as these regions indicate Above Average responses

for both cross-sectoral partnership cooperation as well as success. Cross-sectoral

partnerships represent the advancement of an enterprise culture within a region; a

fundamental plaming practice element for success in the global knowledge economy

(Corey and Wilson 2003).

Four regions indicate a Below Average familiarity with the knowledge economy

while three regions perceive below an average level that the knowledge economy will be

important to the future of Michigan’s economy. These regions should examine the policy

and practice of Region 12 in regards to practicing planning in the context of the

knowledge economy as Region 12 is the only region indicating Above Average responses

for both familiarity with the knowledge economy and the perception of the knowledge

economy being important to the future of Michigan’s economy.

5.3 Recommendationsfor Future Research

The 2005 Michigan Planners and the Knowledge Economy Survey provides an

indication of Michigan’s urban and regional planners’ responsiveness to the knowledge

economy and ICT at a regional scale. It also provides updated responsiveness levels of

Michigan’s planning and development regions from studies completed in 2001 and 2003.
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The regional, spatial, and temporal patterns established in this research, now enable

further temporal research in order to track and analyze planners’ responsiveness to the

knowledge economy. In order to facilitate more informed and analytic research in the

future, the following suggestions are made:

Develop survey questions which are consistent with the five fundamental

planning practice lessons developed by Corey and Wilson (i.e. human capital,

enterprise culture, mindset change, new governance, and community and regional

equity) (Corey and Wilson 2006);

Future survey questions should be designed to provide data that are more analytic-

fiiendly and readily available for analysis and interpretation;

The three surveys examined in this research (i.e. the 2005 Michigan Planners and

the Knowledge Economy Survey, “Michigan’s Windows to a Global Knowledge

Economy (Singh, 2003),”and “An Examination of Government-Led Broadband

Infrastructure Initiatives in Michigan (Breuckman, 2002)”) utilize various survey

methods of gathering data from planners (i.e. nominal, ordinal, binary, interval,

and ratio). It would be beneficial for future research to develop a single

consistent form for surveying plamers so that future analysis of survey iterations

is directly comparable.

Because private-sector plamers have geat influence over the planning activities

within the state, this group of planners should be surveyed more extensively in the

future;

Increase the number of perspectives in which to analyze the data (i.e. target

suburban vs. urban, planners of different races, areas of the state with

significantly varied income, etc.);

Surveys should be sent to a larger number ofplamers in order to ensure a larger

response indicative of each region’s variations (i.e. multiple surveys sent to

different planners within the same agency, include more municipal planners, etc.).

This would allow survey analysts to examine plamer practice on a small-scale

(i.e. county-level or small regional level); and

Because this research revolves around the knowledge economy and ICT, it would

be pertinent to conduct planner surveys via a digital medium (i.e. email surveys,

Internet or web surveys, etc.). This could serve as an example to planners of a

form of intelligent or advanced development of ICT.
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By applying these recommendations to future research, more consistent patterns

of responsiveness can be established and more targeted and appropriate policy

recommendations suggested.

5.4 Conclusion

The majority of Michigan plamers responding to the 2005 Michigan Planners and

the Knowledge Economy Survey are responsive to practicing planning in the context of

the knowledge economy and ICT. From the analysis of survey results, clear spatial

patterns ofresponsiveness can be seen in Michigan’s fourteen planning and development

regions. These patterns depict areas where responsiveness is needed as well as those

regions which are Somewhat Responsive and Responsive. Also, by comparing

responsiveness rankings from studies completed in 2001 and 2003, clear temporal

patterns are evident among Michigan’s regions. From these patterns, policy

recommendations can be asserted in order to enable Michigan planning practice in the

context of the knowledge economy.

Five elements have been identified by Corey and Wilson that are fundamental in

guiding plaming practice in the knowledge economy; (1) human capital (2) enterprise

culture (3) mindset change (4) new governance and (5) community and regional equity.

Four of these elements are directly addressed in the 2005 Michigan Planners and the

Knowledge Economy Survey and indicate plamer responsiveness to the knowledge

economy.

Two areas are identified as being consistently Below Average for the majority of

responding regions; (1) cross-sectoral partnership cooperation and success and (2)

familiarity with and importance of the knowledge economy. By implementing policy and
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planning practices targeting these two facets of plaming practice, Michigan planners can

aid in advancing Michigan in the global knowledge economy.

The most substantial and influential recommendation stemming from the analysis

of the results of the survey is a change in the current regulatory framework guiding

planning practice to mandate Michigan plamers to include knowledge economy and ICT

principles in their daily practice. This mandate, at a state, regional, and local level would

provide Michigan plamers with guiding policy in order to better prepare regions and

communities for local development in the global knowledge economy.

Recommendations can also be established regarding future research of this type.

Consistent and more readily analyzed questions should be incorporated into future

surveys of Michigan plamers so as to provide more rapid and reliable interpretation. In

doing so, future patterns ofplamer responsiveness to the knowledge economy and ICT

can be established and more regionally appropriate policy recommendations established.

The economy is changing; from one based on resource-intensive production to

one based on the wealth-creation associated with the development of knowledge,

creativity, and technology. Michigan urban and regional planners should have an

influential role in shaping the future development of Michigan in the context of the global

knowledge economy, facilitated by ICT, as they are in positions of influence to support

the process of formulating knowledge economy community goals and solving community

problems.
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APPENDIX A

Michigan Planners and the Knowledge Economy Survey

Dear Michigan Planners and Economic Developers,

With the decline of manufacturing throughout the nation in the last twenty years,

Michigan, a state with manufacturing deeply rooted in its automotive history, has fallen

victim to the loss ofjobs and investment large manufacturing firms brought to the state.

Michigan’s economy, as well as that of the nation, is focusing more on industries that

capitalize on human creativity and knowledge, hence the emergence of the knowledge

economy.

The knowledge base of an economy is defined as the capacity and capability to

create and imovate new ideas, thoughts, processes and products and to translate these

into economic value-added and wealth creation. The instrument to advance the

knowledge economy is two-fold:

l. The development and promotion of information and communications

technologies (ICT), and

2. The promotion and support of education and human capital development and

the creative thought process as it relates to the economy.

The overall goal of this survey is to collect experiences and opinions from

Michigan’s planners that can be used to generate suggestions and approaches to engage

and be effective in practicing local and regional planning in the global knowledge

economy and network society.

The analysis of the information gathered in this survey will aid us in the

development of tools and techniques to assist Michigan planners in advancing the

knowledge economy and ICT infrastructure.

The estimated time to complete this survey is approximately ten to fifteen

minutes. We appreciate your time and effort in aiding us with our study. Please try to

finish the survey within two weeks time and return the completed survey in the enclosed

addressed, stamped envelope. If you would like to receive a summary analysis of the

results of this study, please fill out the section on the next page indicated as such.

Thank you for your input and we look forward to receiving your opinions and

observations.

Most Thankfully,

Eric Frederick

Michigan State University

Graduate Research Assistant

This survey is part of a research project at Michigan State University in

conjunction with the United States Economic Development Administration. Completing

and returning this survey gives your consent to participate in this study. Participation is

completely voluntary, you may choose not to participate at all, or you may refuse to
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participate in certain parts of the survey, or only answer certain questions, or discontinue

your participation at any time without penalty. Please note that while total confidentiality

cannot be guaranteed, you will not be identifiable in any final reports or findings. Only

summary results will be made available publicly. Confidentiality measures that will be

taken include disassociating demographic information from the remaining survey

questions, storing electronic results on a password protected computer, and keeping hard

copies of all surveys in a locked office. Your privacy will be protected to the maximum

extent allowable by law.
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e
n
t
,

e
t
c
.
)

L
e
s
s

S
a
m
e

M
o
r
e

L
e
s
s

S
a
m
e

M
o
r
e
 

H
i
g
h
e
r
E
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n

L
e
s
s

S
a
m
e

M
o
r
e

L
e
s
s

S
a
m
e

M
o
r
e
 

H
i
s
t
o
r
i
c
P
r
e
s
e
r
v
a
t
i
o
n

L
e
s
s

S
a
m
e

M
o
r
e

L
e
s
s

S
a
m
e

M
o
r
e
 

H
o
u
s
i
n
g

L
e
s
s

S
a
m
e

M
o
r
e

L
e
s
s

S
a
m
e

M
o
r
e
 

I
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
a
n
d
C
o
m
m
u
n
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
s
T
e
c
h
n
o
l
o
g
y
(
I
C
T
)

L
e
s
s

S
a
m
e

M
o
r
e

L
e
s
s

S
a
m
e

M
o
r
e
 

L
a
n
d
U
s
e
a
n
d
Z
o
n
i
n
g

L
e
s
s

S
a
m
e

M
o
r
e

L
e
s
s

S
a
m
e

M
o
r
e
 

P
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
L
a
w

L
e
s
s

S
a
m
e

M
o
r
e

L
e
s
s

S
a
m
e

M
o
r
e
 

P
r
e
—
S
c
h
o
o
l
E
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n

(
e
.
g
.
H
e
a
d

S
t
a
r
t
,

e
t
c
.
)

L
e
s
s

S
a
m
e

M
o
r
e

L
e
s
s

S
a
m
e

M
o
r
e
  Tran

s
p
o
r
t
a
t
i
o
n

 Less
S
a
m
e

M
o
r
e

 Less
S
a
m
e

M
o
r
e
 

D
.

I
n
t
h
e
s
p
a
c
e
p
r
o
v
i
d
e
d
,
p
l
e
a
s
e
b
r
i
e
fl
y
e
x
p
l
a
i
n
w
h
y
y
o
u
i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
d
I
C
T
w
i
t
h
t
h
e
e
m
p
h
a
s
i
s

l
e
v
e
l
y
o
u

d
i
d
.
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1
1
1
.
I
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
a
n
d
C
o
m
m
u
n
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
T
e
c
h
n
o
l
o
g
y
(
I
C
T
)

A
.

F
o
r
e
a
c
h
t
o
p
i
c
b
e
l
o
w
r
e
l
a
t
e
d
t
o
l
n
f
o
r
r
n
a
t
i
o
n
a
n
d
C
o
m
m
u
n
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
s
T
e
c
h
n
o
l
o
g
y
,
p
l
e
a
s
e
i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e

i
t
s
l
e
v
e
l
o
f
i
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
c
e

(
w
i
t
h
o
n
e
r
e
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
i
n
g
a
l
o
w

l
e
v
e
l
o
f
i
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
c
e
a
n
d
a
fi
v
e
r
e
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
i
n
g
a
h
i
g
h
l
e
v
e
l
o
f
i
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
c
e
)
t
o
y
o
u
a
s
a

p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l
,

t
o
t
h
e
o
r
g
a
n
i
z
a
t
i
o
n
y
o
u
r
e
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
,
a
n
d

t
o
t
h
e
c
i
t
i
z
e
n
s
y
o
u

s
e
r
v
e
.

T
a
b
l
e

1
7
.
I
C
T

I
s
s
u
e
I
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
c
e
I
n
p
u
t
 

P
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l
l
y

O
r
g
a
n
i
z
a
t
i
o
n

C
i
t
i
z
e
n
s
 

L
e
s
s

M
o
r
e

L
e
s
s

M
o
r
e

L
e
s
s

M
o
r
e
 

e
-
C
o
m
m
e
r
c
e

(
e
.
g
.
p
r
o
m
o
t
i
n
g
l
o
c
a
l
e
s
t
a
b
l
i
s
h
m
e
n
t
s
t
o

c
o
n
d
u
c
t
b
u
s
i
n
e
s
s
o
n
l
i
n
e
,
c
o
m
m
e
r
c
e
r
e
l
a
t
e
d
f
e
a
t
u
r
e
s
a
n
d
l
i
n
k
s

1
2

3
4

5
l

2
3

4
5

1
2

3
4

5

o
n
m
u
n
i
c
i
p
a
l
w
e
b
s
i
t
e
s
,

e
t
c
.
)
 

e
-
G
o
v
e
r
n
m
e
n
t
D
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
a
n
d
P
r
o
m
o
t
i
o
n

(
e
.
g
.

m
u
n
i
c
i
p
a
l
w
e
b
s
i
t
e
s
w
i
t
h
a
d
v
a
n
c
e
d
f
e
a
t
u
r
e
s
f
o
r
c
i
t
i
z
e
n
s
,

I
2

3
4

5
l

2
3

4
5

l
2

3
4

5

t
r
a
i
n
i
n
g
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
r
e
l
a
t
e
d
t
o
t
h
e
s
e
f
e
a
t
u
r
e
s
,
e
t
c
.
)
 

G
e
o
g
r
a
p
h
i
c
I
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
S
y
s
t
e
m
s
a
n
d
R
e
l
a
t
e
d

T
e
c
h
n
o
l
o
g
y

(
e
.
g
.
t
h
e
u
s
e
o
f
c
o
m
p
u
t
e
r
t
e
c
h
n
o
l
o
g
y
t
o
m
a
p
a
n
d

l
2

3
4

5
1

2
3

4
5

1
2

3
4

5

s
i
m
u
l
a
t
e
a
n
d
a
i
d
i
n
t
h
e
a
n
a
l
y
s
i
s
o
f
s
p
a
t
i
a
l
f
e
a
t
u
r
e
s
)
 

H
i
g
h
-
S
p
e
e
d
D
i
g
i
t
a
l
I
n
f
r
a
s
t
r
u
c
t
u
r
e
D
e
p
l
o
y
m
e
n
t

(
e
.
g
.
b
r
o
a
d
b
a
n
d
,
D
S
L
,
e
t
c
.
)

1
2

3
4

5
1

2
3

4
5

1
2

3
4

5

 

T
e
c
h
n
o
l
o
g
y
E
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n

(
e
.
g
.
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
d
e
s
i
g
n
e
d
t
o
a
i
d
t
h
o
s
e

w
i
t
h

l
i
t
t
l
e
o
r
n
o
k
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e
o
f
t
e
c
h
n
o
l
o
g
y
)
 

T
e
c
h
n
o
l
o
g
y
R
e
l
a
t
e
d
E
c
o
n
o
m
i
c
D
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t

(
e
.
g
.

d
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
t
a
r
g
e
t
i
n
g
i
n
d
u
s
t
r
i
e
s
w
i
t
h
a
f
o
c
u
s
o
n
a
d
v
a
n
c
e
d

l
2

3
4

5
1

2
3

4
5

l
2

3
4

5

t
e
c
h
n
o
l
o
g
y
a
n
d
t
h
e
i
n
f
o
r
r
n
a
t
i
z
a
t
i
o
n
o
f
e
x
i
s
t
i
n
g
e
n
t
e
r
p
r
i
s
e
s
)
 

W
i
r
e
l
e
s
s
C
o
m
m
u
n
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
s
D
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t

(
e
.
g
.
p
u
b
l
i
c
-

a
c
c
e
s
s
w
i
-
fi
h
o
t
s
p
o
t
s
,
m
u
n
i
c
i
p
a
l
w
i
r
e
l
e
s
s
n
e
t
w
o
r
k
s
,

1
2

3
4

5
l

2
3

4
5

1
2

3
4

5

g
o
v
e
r
r
n
n
e
n
t
p
r
o
m
o
t
i
o
n
o
f

i
t
s
u
s
e
,

e
t
c
.
)
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I
V
.

I
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
a
n
d
C
o
m
m
u
n
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
s
T
e
c
h
n
o
l
o
g
y
K
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e

I
n
t
h
e
s
p
a
c
e
p
r
o
v
i
d
e
d
,
p
l
e
a
s
e
r
e
s
p
o
n
d
t
o
e
a
c
h
q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
.

A
.
H
o
w
/
w
h
y

i
s

i
t
i
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
t
f
o
r
y
o
u

t
o
l
e
a
r
n
m
o
r
e
a
b
o
u
t
I
C
T

a
s

i
t
r
e
l
a
t
e
s
t
o
t
h
e
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
a
n
d
f
u
n
c
t
i
o
n
o
f
y
o
u
r
o
r
g
a
n
i
z
a
t
i
o
n
?

N
o
t
v
e
r
y
I
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
t

V
e
r
y
I
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
t

1
2

3
4

5

B
.

A
r
e
y
o
u
m
a
n
d
a
t
e
d
,
o
r
e
x
p
e
c
t
e
d
,
t
o
k
n
o
w
a
n
d
/
o
r
l
e
a
r
n
a
b
o
u
t
I
C
T

a
s

i
t
r
e
l
a
t
e
s
t
o
y
o
u
r
o
r
g
a
n
i
z
a
t
i
o
n
?

P
l
e
a
s
e
e
l
a
b
o
r
a
t
e
.

  

C
.
D
o
y
o
u

f
e
e
l
I
C
T

w
i
l
l
b
e
c
o
m
e
i
n
c
r
e
a
s
i
n
g
l
y
i
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
t
t
o
y
o
u
r
o
r
g
a
n
i
z
a
t
i
o
n
i
n
t
h
e
f
u
t
u
r
e
?

P
l
e
a
s
e
e
l
a
b
o
r
a
t
e
.

  

D
.
W
h
a
t
d
o
y
o
u
n
e
e
d
o
r
w
h
a
t
t
o
o
l
s
w
o
u
l
d
h
e
l
p
y
o
u

(
b
e
s
i
d
e
s
m
o
r
e
fi
n
a
n
c
i
n
g
a
n
d
t
i
m
e
)
i
n
o
r
d
e
r
t
o
b
e
m
o
r
e
k
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e
a
b
l
e

a
n
d

e
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
i
n
t
h
e
a
r
e
a
o
f
I
C
T

a
s

i
t
r
e
l
a
t
e
s
y
o
u
r
p
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
c
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n

t
o
t
h
e
g
l
o
b
a
l
k
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e
e
c
o
n
o
m
y
a
n
d
n
e
t
w
o
r
k
e
d

s
o
c
i
e
t
y
?

W
o
r
k
s
h
o
p
s

T
r
a
i
n
i
n
g
C
o
u
r
s
e
s

E
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
L
i
t
e
r
a
t
u
r
e

S
e
m
i
n
a
r
s

a
t
C
o
n
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
s

O
t
h
e
r
(
e
x
p
l
a
i
n
)
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V
.
K
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e
E
c
o
n
o
m
y
I
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n

A
.

P
l
e
a
s
e
i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
t
h
e
r
a
t
i
o
o
f
t
r
a
d
i
t
i
o
n
a
l
t
y
p
e
t
o
c
r
e
a
t
i
v
e
t
y
p
e
i
n
d
u
s
t
r
i
e
s
i
n
y
o
u
r
a
r
e
a
.

“
C
r
e
a
t
i
v
e
”
t
y
p
e
i
n
d
u
s
t
r
i
e
s
a
r
e

d
e
fi
n
e
d
a
s
t
h
o
s
e
i
n
d
u
s
t
r
i
e
s
t
h
a
t
h
a
v
e
t
h
e
i
r
o
r
i
g
i
n
i
n
i
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l
c
r
e
a
t
i
v
i
t
y
,

s
k
i
l
l
,
a
n
d

t
a
l
e
n
t
a
n
d
w
h
i
c
h
h
a
v
e
a
p
o
t
e
n
t
i
a
l
f
o
r

w
e
a
l
t
h
a
n
d
j
o
b
c
r
e
a
t
i
o
n
t
h
r
o
u
g
h
t
h
e
g
e
n
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
a
n
d
e
x
p
l
o
i
t
a
t
i
o
n
o
f
i
n
t
e
l
l
e
c
t
u
a
l
p
r
o
p
e
r
t
y
.

“
T
r
a
d
i
t
i
o
n
a
l
”
i
n
d
u
s
t
r
i
e
s
i
n
c
l
u
d
e
,

b
u
t
a
r
e
n
o
t
l
i
m
i
t
e
d

t
o
,
m
a
n
u
f
a
c
t
u
r
i
n
g
,

r
e
t
a
i
l
a
n
d
w
h
o
l
e
s
a
l
e
t
r
a
d
e
,

e
t
c
,
w
h
i
l
e
c
r
e
a
t
i
v
e
i
n
d
u
s
t
r
i
e
s
i
n
c
l
u
d
e
,
b
u
t
a
r
e
n
o
t
l
i
m
i
t
e
d

t
o
,
t
h
e

a
r
t
s
,
a
d
v
e
r
t
i
s
i
n
g
,
t
e
c
h
n
o
l
o
g
y
,

e
t
c
.

I
f
y
o
u
w
o
u
l
d

l
i
k
e
m
o
r
e
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
o
n
c
r
e
a
t
i
v
e
i
n
d
u
s
t
r
i
e
s
b
e
f
o
r
e
a
n
s
w
e
r
i
n
g
t
h
i
s

q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
,
s
e
e
h
t
t
p
:
/
/
w
w
w
.
b
r
i
t
i
s
h
c
o
u
n
c
i
l
.
o
r
g
/
a
r
t
s
-
c
r
e
a
t
i
v
e
-
d
e
fi
n
i
t
i
o
n
.
h
t
m

P
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e
o
f
T
r
a
d
i
t
i
o
n
a
l
I
n
d
u
s
t
r
i
e
s
:

0
1
0

2
0

3
0

4
0

5
0

6
0

7
0

8
0

9
0

1
0
0

P
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e
o
f
C
r
e
a
t
i
v
e
I
n
d
u
s
t
r
i
e
s
:

0
1
0

2
0

3
0

4
0

5
0

6
0

7
0

8
0

9
0

1
0
0

T
h
e
K
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e
E
c
o
n
o
m
y

i
s
t
h
e
“
c
a
p
a
c
i
t
y
a
n
d
c
a
p
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
t
o
c
r
e
a
t
e
a
n
d
i
n
n
o
v
a
t
e
n
e
w

i
d
e
a
s
,
t
h
o
u
g
h
t
s
,
p
r
o
c
e
s
s
e
s
,
a
n
d

p
r
o
d
u
c
t
s
a
n
d

t
o
t
r
a
n
s
l
a
t
e
t
h
e
s
e
i
n
t
o
e
c
o
n
o
m
i
c
v
a
l
u
e
a
n
d
w
e
a
l
t
h
.
”
W
i
t
h

t
h
i
s
d
e
fi
n
i
t
i
o
n
i
n
m
i
n
d
,
o
n
t
h
e
s
c
a
l
e
b
e
l
o
w
,
p
l
e
a
s
e

r
a
t
e
y
o
u
r
p
e
r
s
o
n
a
l
e
x
p
o
s
u
r
e

t
o
,
a
n
d
f
a
m
i
l
i
a
r
i
t
y
w
i
t
h
d
o
i
n
g
p
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
i
n
t
h
e
c
o
n
t
e
x
t
o
f
t
h
e
k
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e
e
c
o
n
o
m
y
.
H
o
w

f
a
m
i
l
i
a
r
a
r
e
y
o
u
w
i
t
h

i
t
s
p
r
i
n
c
i
p
l
e
s
a
n
d
t
h
e
o
r
y
?

N
o
t
v
e
r
y
F
a
m
i
l
i
a
r

V
e
r
y
F
a
m
i
l
i
a
r

1
2

3
4

5

W
h
e
n
e
n
g
a
g
e
d
i
n
e
c
o
n
o
m
i
c
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t

a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s
,
d
o
y
o
u
e
x
p
l
i
c
i
t
l
y
s
e
e
k
t
o
i
n
c
o
r
p
o
r
a
t
e
p
r
i
n
c
i
p
l
e
s
o
f
t
h
e
k
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e

e
c
o
n
o
m
y

i
n
t
o
y
o
u
r
w
o
r
k
a
n
d
a
c
t
i
v
e
l
y
s
e
e
k
t
o
b
r
i
n
g
c
r
e
a
t
i
v
e
t
y
p
e
i
n
d
u
s
t
r
i
e
s
o
r
b
u
s
i
n
e
s
s
e
s
t
o
y
o
u
r
p
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
a
r
e
a
?
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D
.
O
n

t
h
e
s
c
a
l
e
b
e
l
o
w
,
p
l
e
a
s
e
i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
h
o
w
i
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
t
y
o
u

f
e
e
l
t
h
e
k
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e
e
c
o
n
o
m
y

w
i
l
l
b
e
t
o
t
h
e
s
t
a
t
e
’
s
e
c
o
n
o
m
y

a
s
a

w
h
o
l
e

i
n
t
h
e
f
u
t
u
r
e
,

i
.
e
.
,
w
h
a
t

i
s
y
o
u
r
f
o
r
e
c
a
s
t
?

N
o
t
v
e
r
y
I
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
t

V
e
r
y
I
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
t

1
2

3
4

5

P
l
e
a
s
e
e
x
p
l
a
i
n
w
h
y
y
o
u
i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
d
t
h
e
l
e
v
e
l
o
f
i
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
c
e
t
h
a
t
y
o
u

d
i
d
:

  

V
I
.

C
r
o
s
s
-
S
e
c
t
o
r
a
l
C
o
o
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n

1
.

C
r
o
s
s
-
s
e
c
t
o
r
a
l
c
o
o
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
a
n
d
p
a
r
t
n
e
r
s
h
i
p
s
a
r
e
a
n
i
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
t
e
l
e
m
e
n
t
t
o
t
h
e
s
u
c
c
e
s
s
o
f
t
h
e
k
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e
e
c
o
n
o
m
y

a
s

i
t

r
e
l
a
t
e
s
t
o
c
r
e
a
t
i
n
g
a
n
d
m
a
i
n
t
a
i
n
i
n
g
a
n
e
n
t
e
r
p
r
i
s
e
c
u
l
t
u
r
e
w
i
t
h
i
n
a
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
.

P
a
r
t
n
e
r
s
h
i
p
s
c
a
n
i
n
c
l
u
d
e
,
b
u
t
a
r
e
n
o
t
l
i
m
i
t
e
d

t
o
p
u
b
l
i
c
-
p
r
i
v
a
t
e
p
a
r
t
n
e
r
s
h
i
p
s
,
n
o
n
-
p
r
o
f
i
t
a
n
d

f
o
r
-
p
r
o
f
i
t
i
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
a
l
a
r
r
a
n
g
e
m
e
n
t
s
,

e
t
c
.
T
h
e
s
e
p
a
r
t
n
e
r
s
h
i
p
s
s
h
o
u
l
d

s
u
p
p
o
r
t
e
n
t
r
e
p
r
e
n
e
u
r
s
h
i
p
a
n
d
i
m
o
v
a
t
i
o
n
w
i
t
h
i
n
t
h
e
r
e
g
i
o
n
.
O
n

t
h
e
s
c
a
l
e
s
b
e
l
o
w
,
p
l
e
a
s
e
r
a
t
e
t
h
e
c
l
i
m
a
t
e
i
n
y
o
u
r

j
u
r
i
s
d
i
c
t
i
o
n
i
n
r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
t
o
c
r
o
s
s
-
s
e
c
t
o
r
a
l
c
o
o
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
a
n
d
p
a
r
t
n
e
r
s
h
i
p
s
a
s
w
e
l
l
a
s
t
h
e
s
u
c
c
e
s
s
o
f
t
h
e
s
e
p
a
r
t
n
e
r
s
h
i
p
s

i
n

a
c
c
o
m
p
l
i
s
h
i
n
g
t
h
e
i
r
m
i
s
s
i
o
n

N
o
t
v
e
r
y
C
o
o
p
e
r
a
t
i
v
e

V
e
r
y
C
o
o
p
e
r
a
t
i
v
e

1
2

3
4

5

N
o
t
v
e
r
y
S
u
c
c
e
s
s
f
u
l

V
e
r
y
S
u
c
c
e
s
s
f
u
l

1
2

3
4

5

I
n
t
h
e
s
p
a
c
e
p
r
o
v
i
d
e
d
,
p
l
e
a
s
e
d
e
s
c
r
i
b
e
s
o
m
e
o
f
t
h
e
b
a
r
r
i
e
r
s
a
n
d

f
a
c
i
l
i
t
a
t
o
r
s
t
o
s
u
c
h
p
a
r
t
n
e
r
s
h
i
p
s
i
n
y
o
u
r
a
r
e
a
.

B
a
r
r
i
e
r
s
:
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F
a
c
i
l
i
t
a
t
o
r
s
:
  

S
i
m
i
l
a
r
t
o
t
h
e
p
r
e
v
i
o
u
s
q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
,
i
n
t
e
r
-
g
o
v
e
r
n
m
e
n
t
a
l
s
e
c
t
o
r
c
o
o
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n

i
s
a
l
s
o
a
n
i
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
t
f
a
c
t
o
r
i
n
t
h
e
s
u
c
c
e
s
s
o
f
t
h
e

k
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e
e
c
o
n
o
m
y

(
h
e
a
l
t
h
c
a
r
e
,
e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
,
s
o
c
i
a
l
s
e
r
v
i
c
e
s
,

e
t
c
.
)
.
O
n

t
h
e
s
c
a
l
e
s
b
e
l
o
w
,
p
l
e
a
s
e
r
a
t
e
t
h
e
l
e
v
e
l
o
f
i
n
t
e
r
-

g
o
v
e
r
n
m
e
n
t
a
l
c
o
o
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
/
s
u
c
c
e
s
s
i
n
y
o
u
r
j
u
r
i
s
d
i
c
t
i
o
n
.
A

s
c
o
r
e
o
f
o
n
e
w
o
u
l
d

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
v
e
r
y

l
i
t
t
l
e
c
o
o
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
/
s
u
c
c
e
s
s
a
n
d

a
fi
v
e
w
o
u
l
d
i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
a
h
i
g
h
l
e
v
e
l
o
f
c
o
o
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
/
s
u
c
c
e
s
s
b
e
t
w
e
e
n

e
n
t
i
t
i
e
s
.

N
o
t
v
e
r
y
C
o
o
p
e
r
a
t
i
v
e

V
e
r
y
C
o
o
p
e
r
a
t
i
v
e

l
2

3
4

5

N
o
t
v
e
r
y
S
u
c
c
e
s
s
f
u
l

V
e
r
y
S
u
c
c
e
s
s
f
u
l

l
2

3
4

5

I
n
t
h
e
s
p
a
c
e
p
r
o
v
i
d
e
d
,
p
l
e
a
s
e
d
e
s
c
r
i
b
e
s
o
m
e
o
f
t
h
e
b
a
r
r
i
e
r
s
a
n
d
/
o
r
f
a
c
i
l
i
t
a
t
o
r
s
o
f
t
h
e
g
o
v
e
r
n
m
e
n
t
a
l
p
a
r
t
n
e
r
s
h
i
p
s
i
n
y
o
u
r
a
r
e
a
.

B
a
r
r
i
e
r
s
:
  

F
a
c
i
l
i
t
a
t
o
r
s
:
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V
I
I
.

E
c
o
n
o
m
i
c
a
l
l
y
D
i
s
t
r
e
s
s
e
d
C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
i
e
s

V
I
I
I
.

T
h
e
U
n
i
t
e
d
S
t
a
t
e
s
E
c
o
n
o
m
i
c
D
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
A
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
o
n
d
e
fi
n
e
s
e
c
o
n
o
m
i
c
a
l
l
y
d
i
s
t
r
e
s
s
e
d
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
i
e
s
a
s
t
h
o
s
e
t
h
a
t

e
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e
s
u
b
s
t
a
n
t
i
a
l
b
a
r
r
i
e
r
s
t
h
a
t
i
n
h
i
b
i
t
t
h
e
g
r
o
w
t
h
o
f
t
h
e
i
r
l
o
c
a
l
e
c
o
n
o
m
i
e
s
a
n
d

l
i
m
i
t
t
h
e
i
r
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
t
o
c
o
m
p
l
e
t
e
e
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
l
y

i
n
r
e
g
i
o
n
a
l
,
n
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
,
a
n
d
g
l
o
b
a
l
m
a
r
k
e
t
s
.

W
i
t
h
I
C
T
a
n
d
t
h
e
K
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e
E
c
o
n
o
m
y

i
n
m
i
n
d
,
p
l
e
a
s
e
i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
t
h
e
l
e
v
e
l
t
o

w
h
i
c
h
y
o
u
a
p
p
l
y
t
h
e
s
e
t
w
o
e
l
e
m
e
n
t
s
t
o
e
c
o
n
o
m
i
c
a
l
l
y
d
i
s
t
r
e
s
s
e
d
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
i
e
s

i
n
y
o
u
r
d
a
i
l
y
p
r
a
c
t
i
c
e
a
s
a
p
l
a
n
n
e
r
.

L
e
s
s
U
s
e

M
o
r
e
U
s
e

1
2

3
4

5

I
n
t
h
e
s
p
a
c
e
p
r
o
v
i
d
e
d
,
p
l
e
a
s
e
d
e
s
c
r
i
b
e
s
o
m
e
o
f
t
h
e
b
a
r
r
i
e
r
s
a
n
d
/
o
r
f
a
c
i
l
i
t
a
t
o
r
s
o
f
u
s
i
n
g
I
C
T
a
n
d
K
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e
E
c
o
n
o
m
y

p
r
i
n
c
i
p
l
e
s
i
n
e
c
o
n
o
m
i
c
a
l
l
y
d
i
s
t
r
e
s
s
e
d
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
i
e
s
.

B
a
r
r
i
e
r
s
:
  

F
a
c
i
l
i
t
a
t
o
r
s
:
  

F
i
n
a
l
C
o
m
m
e
n
t
s

P
l
e
a
s
e
f
e
e
l
f
r
e
e
t
o
c
o
m
m
e
n
t
o
n
a
n
y
o
t
h
e
r
i
s
s
u
e
s
t
h
a
t
w
o
u
l
d
e
n
a
b
l
e
u
s
t
o
o
f
f
e
r
s
u
g
g
e
s
t
i
o
n
s
f
o
r
e
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
a
p
p
r
o
a
c
h
e
s
t
o
l
o
c
a
l

a
n
d
r
e
g
i
o
n
a
l
p
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
p
r
a
c
t
i
c
e
i
n
t
h
e
c
o
n
t
e
x
t
o
f
t
h
e
g
l
o
b
a
l
k
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e
e
c
o
n
o
m
y
a
n
d
n
e
t
w
o
r
k

s
o
c
i
e
t
y
.

    



REFERENCES

113



REFERENCES

Analysys Consulting and TechNet. The State Broadband Index. Cambridge: Analysys

Consulting, Inc., 2002

Atkinson, R. D. 2002 State New Economy Index. Washington DC: Public Policy

Institute, 2002.

Atkinson, R. D., Court, R. H., and Ward, J. M. State New Economy Index. Washington

DC: Public Policy Institute, 1999.

Breuckman, J.C. An Examination ofGovernment-Led Initiatives

in Michigan. Community and Economic Development Occasional Papers.

Lansing, Michigan : Community and Economic Development Program,

Michigan State University: 2003. Online. Available At:

http://www.cedp.msu.edu/PDF%20FlLES/BrueckmanAppendices.pdf/

(accessed 22 February 2006.).

Cooke, Philip. “Regional Innovation Systems, Clusters, and the Knowledge Economy.”

Industrial and Corporate Change 10 (December 2001): 945-974.

Corey, K. E. and Wilson, M. I., eds. Information Tectonics: Space, place, and technology

in an electronic age. West Sussex: John Wiley & Sons Ltd., 2000.

Corey, K E. and Wilson, M. 1., Spatial Relational Planningfor the Knowledge Economy.

Community and Economic Development Occasional Papers. Lansing, Michigan :

Community and Economic Development Program, Michigan State University,

2003.

Corey, K.E. and Wilson, M.I. (2006) Urban And Regional Technology Planning:

Planning Practice In The Global Knowledge Economy, London and New York:

Routledge.

Cullingworth, Barry. Planning in the USA: policies, issues, andprocesses. New York:

Routledge, 1997.

Florida, Richard. The Rise ofthe Creative Class. New York: Basic Books, 2002.

Frederick, Eric. “Michigan: A Recipe for E-Govemment.” American Societyfor

Information Science and Technology Bulletin, December/January 2005, 9.

Government of Queensland Australia: Department of the Premier and Cabinet. Smart

Queensland: Smart state strategy 2005-2015. Brisbane: Queensland Government,

2005.

114



Graham, S. and Marvin, S. Telecommunications and the City. London: Routledge, 1996.

Hoch, C. J., Dalton, L. C., and So F. S., eds. The Practice ofLocal Government Planning.

Washington DC: International City/County Management Association, 2000.

Horan, Thomas A. Digital Places: Building our city ofbits. Washington DC: Urban

Land Institute, 2000.

Houghton, J. and Vickery, G. Digital Broadband Content: Scientific publishing. Report

prepared for the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development:

Committee for hrforrnation, Computer, and Communications Policy. Paris:

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, 2005.

Huggins, Richard. Global Index ofRegional Knowledge Economies: Benchmarking

South East England. Guilford: South East England Development Agency, 2002.

Huggins, R., Izushi, H., and Davies, W. World Knowledge Competitiveness Index 2005.

Pontypridd, Wales: Robert Huggins Associates Ltd., 2005.

Institute for Public Policy and Social Research (IPPSR). 2002. State of the State Survey-

28 (Fall 2002). Michigan State University. East Lansing, Mich. Available on

World Wide Web: http://www.ippsr.msu.edu/SOSS.

Institute for Public Policy and Social Research (IPPSR). 2004. State of the State Survey-

33 (Winter 2004). Michigan State University. East Lansing, Mich. Available on

World Wide Web: http://www.ippsr.msu.edu/SOSS.

Juma, C. and Yee-Cheong, L., Innovation: Applying Knowledge in Development. Report

prepared for the United Nations Millennium Project Task Force on Science,

Technology, and Innovation. London: Earthscan, 2005.

Kotkin, Joel. The New Geography. New York: Random House, 2000.

LaMore, R. L., Melcher, J., Supanich-Goldner, F., and Wilkes, K. Metropolitan Michigan

Knowledge Economy Indicators. Michigan State University: Community and

Economic Development Program, 2005.

LaMore, R. L., Melcher, J ., Supanich-Goldner, F., and Wilkes, K. Michigan Knowledge

Economy Index: A County-Level Assessment ofMichigan ’3 Knowledge Economy.

Michigan State University: Community and Economic Development Program,

2004.

Marchant, M. Grand Avenue Du Minite. Paris : Larousse, 1987.

Michigan Economic Development Corporation (MEDC). LinkMichigan Initiative.

Lansing, Michigan: Michigan Economic Development Corporation, 2001.

115



Michigan Economic Development Corporation (MEDC). Smart Tech Agenda. Lansing,

Michigan: Michigan Economic Development Corporation, 2001.

Michigan Public Act 48. 91St Legislature, Regular Session, 1 November 2001.

Metropolitan Extension Telecommunications Rights-of- Way Oversight Act.

Michigan Public Act 49. 91St Legislature, Regular Session, 14 March 2002. Michigan

Broadband Development Authority Act.

Michigan Public Act 50. 91St Legislature, Regular Session, 14 March 2002. An Act to

Amend 1905 PA 282.

Mitchell, W. J. City ofBits. Cambridge Massachusetts: The MIT Press, 1995.

Mitchell, W. J. E—topia. Cambridge, Massachusetts: The MIT Press, 2000.

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). The Knowledge-

Based Economy. Paris: Organisation for Economic Co-operation and

Development, 1999.

Public Policy Institue. Rules ofthe Road: Governingprinciplesfor the new economy.

Washington DC: Public Policy Institute, 1999.

Singh, K.R. Michigan ’s Windows to the Global Knowledge Economy: A County and

Regional Level Web Site Analysisfrom an Economic Development Perspective.

Community and Economic Development Occasional Papers, Lansing, Michigan:

Community and Economic Development Program, Michigan State University,

2003. Online. Available at: www.msu.edu/user/cua (accessed 8 January 2006).

Stiglitz, Joseph B. Public Policyfor a Knowledge Economy. London: Center for

Economic Policy Research, 1999.

116

 


